From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:463] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Monday, 18 June 2018 5:30:52 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Christine Heather

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021325114

Email address: christine_heather@hotmail.com

Postal address:
3/99 Shelly Beach Road St Marys Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
The cost involved when it mightn't be solving the problem and the impact on my property

What are the reasons for your submission?
As above

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Peer review and alternative route under roads not houses.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? No

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:464] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Monday, 18 June 2018 6:00:50 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: James Thompson Hudson
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 0274932887
Email address: jamiehudson@xtra.co.nz

Postal address:
18 London Street St Marys Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
| don't want any outfall into the harbour containing sewage

What are the reasons for your submission?
| don't want any outfall into the harbour containing sewage

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

| want the council to make a final solution for the stormwater and sewage from the area now,
rather than this temporary improvement. It will be cheaper to deal with the problem now rather
than later.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
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the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:465] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Monday, 18 June 2018 6:00:52 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Robyn Maclean
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021303203
Email address: rbollay@outlook.com

Postal address:
22 Sarsfield Street Herne Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
94 Shelley Beach Road. Multiple Address: St Mary's Bay Road and Beach, Pt Erin and Masefield
Beach. Application No BUN60319388

What are the reasons for your submission?

OBJECTING TO PROPOSED CONTRUCTION PLAN OF SEWAGE AND STORMWATER
PIPELINE, ODOUR CONTROL, WEIR AND PUMP STATION SITTING ON OUR BEAUTIFUL
HARBOUR.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

| support the ST MARYS BAY AND HERNE BAY RESIDENTS ASSOCIATIONS. 1. Why aren't
we separating sewage from stormwater??? The rest of the world and other NZ cities are moving
in this direction. Why is Auckland being so shortsighted, | would like to think we are a
progressive, caring for the environment kind of city? 2. It's incredible that we even think of
dumping sewage in our harbour in this day and age and also with the Council changing all of the
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zoning to allow for more apartment buildings and a lot more people living in the neighbourhood.
This increases the volume of sewage tenfold in the coming years. 3. We are repeatedly advised
that the climate is going to become much wetter with storms and heavy rains so why do we
continue to add the stormwater to the sewage to compound the issue? 3. 20 years ago the
council insisted we separate sewage from stormwater on our property - like many other people in
surrounding suburbs. Was this a waste of time and money? 4. We already have 2 overflow points
between nos 12-30 Sarsfield St (by Pt Erin Park) with one constantly leaking sewage etc at 14
Sarsfield St all year round. Apart from that you are now going to add a weir and Odour control
station, depending on the way the wind blows, and then dump it in the harbour, that is, a bit
further out so when the tide pushes down through the middle of the harbour it pushes it back to
the surburban beaches. 5. | object to spending $44m on a project that does not attempt to
replace all the old pipes in this and surrounding areas. This money should go towards replacing
the infra-structure by separating sewage and stormwater in these old suburbs and hopefully see
us through another 50 years. Let's show some more forward thinking. 6. Separation would solve
all the problems with sewage. The rates that have been collected over 50+ years should certainly
cover a replacement and upgrade in 2018. | SUPPORT HERNE BAY AND ST MARYS BAY
RESIDENTS ASSN - LETS SPEND OUR MONEY WISELY.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? No

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:466] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Monday, 18 June 2018 6:00:58 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: David Andrew Peel
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 0276628399
Email address: dandypeel@gmail.com

Postal address:
22 Ardmore Road Ponsonby Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

Possiblility multiple overflows of combined stormwater and sewage into the Waitemata harbour,
clean NZ doesn't just mean rivers and lakes it means our sea too, no overflows full stop. do the
job properly

What are the reasons for your submission?
unhappy with the Auckland council using the resource consent system to sudo legalise what
should be illegal in an honest world

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
nil over flows of water contaminated with sewage into our harbour

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.

Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes
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If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:469] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Monday, 18 June 2018 8:15:50 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Julianne Nicholls
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021 1073959
Email address: julie_nicholls@hotmail.com

Postal address:
PO Box 47038 Ponsonby Auckland 1144

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

1.Continuation of combined sewage and stormwater management with a short term solution 2.
The key issue of separation not addressed 3. Continuing pollution of harbour beaches-
Masefield,Herne Bay, Cox's Bay, Pt Chevalier. 4. The planned 10M high ventilation pipes

What are the reasons for your submission?

1. The imperative to set about the complete separation of storm water and sewage once and
forever. No more 'short term political' gains at the expense of the citizens of Auckland and future
generations!!

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

1. A business case for separation in the St Mary's Bay and Herne Bay waterfront catchments has
been undertaken as part of the Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Programme. 2. An
independent peer review of that business case and other issues discussed in the meeting is
completed. 3The independent peer review is made public.
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Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:471] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Monday, 18 June 2018 8:45:52 p.m.

Attachments: submission doc.docx

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Julia Winterbottom

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021 706 236

Email address: julia.winterbottom@hotmail.com

Postal address:
6 Vine St St Mary's Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
refer attached

What are the reasons for your submission?
refer attached

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
refer attrached

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes
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SUBMISSION 94 Shelly Beach Road


OVERVIEW OF OUR CONCERNS: 



This project comes with a very significant expected budget (currently $44m), has significant impacts on local amenity’s (including  Saint Marys Bay & Point Erin Reserves), has outcomes that are not proven, could cause material impact to a number of private property owners and does not fit in with a medium to longer term (& more environmentally appropriate) separation of Sewage / Storm water.



The project from a community point of view appears to be rushed with inadequate (or at least undisclosed) assessment of alternative options which provide a better environmental outcome, fit in with longer terms objectives and have lower ongoing capital / maintenance costs (which will be incurred with this current proposal).



We have also been advised that this project / tunnel is not Water care’s selected option.

 

I would point out that notwithstanding recent community meeting (by the Saint Marys Bay Residents Association) that many members of the community are unaware of this project.



An economic cost benefit analysis vs other options has not been completed.



Prior to committing such significant resources to an unproven and potentially risky project I would ask that Auckland Council not rush this project but take the time review other options to ensure best use of Rate Payers funds and achieve better environmental impacts. 



 

Will the Project Achieve the proposed outcome:



Reduced Overflows and improved water quality? 



There is a lack of information as to the amount of storm water and wastewater likely to be collected, the relatively limited holding capacity of the proposed storage pipeline, and the limited capacity to pump the captured water (20lps) back to the existing sewerage system if / when capacity is available. There is just not enough information in the application to make an informed assessment of the claimed benefits from the project, 



Whilst the scheme/project proposes to reduces the number of combined sewage overflows at Masefield Beach (from 100 to 20), it will significantly increase the volume of these overflows via the proposed marine outfall. Noting also that many of these overflows occur on the same day / within minutes / hours and should probably be treated as single events. Last year Council produced a video model of pollution plumes from overflows, using data from early 2017 that indicates that on the incoming tide, the proposed combined sewage discharge will be carried up the harbour to contaminate Herne Bay, Cox’s Bay and Pt Chevalier beaches. 

In the medium term, Council have indicated that they plan to connect the combined sewer system into the proposed Central Interceptor to be extended to Grey Lynn. However, the application does not address this connection, which would require substantial additional investment in  major pumping and pressure main systems extending up to Jervois Road or, alternatively, a tunnel from Pt Erin to Grey Lynn. 

Healthy Waters does not appear to have a full inventory of all overflow pipes or any inventory of the properties with separated pipes to the street. The resource consent application does not appear to acknowledge the existence of at least one major discharge outlet which is visible only at extremely low tide this and possibly other unacknowledged overflows might continue to operate under the proposed project. This plus tidal backflows from the new Masefield Beach pipe would not result in an acceptable level of sewage and other contaminants being removed from St Mary’s Bay and the Herne Bay beaches.	





Significant Ratepayer cost for a temporary  solution:



Is this the best use of $44 million, is this project not premature, because the key issue of separation is still to be addressed as part of the broader Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Project (WIWQIP) - which was announced 12 months after the St Mary’s Bay/Masefield Beach project. It is vital, that this project should not preclude the best long-term solution being sought under WIWQIP.



This $44 million project (expected to be significantly higher at the end of the construction) could become merely a short-term solution driven by council’s desire to clean up St Mary’s Bay before the America’s Cup is staged in Auckland. The ongoing maintenance and pumping costs need to also be factored into the costings.



Longer-term savings from pipe renewal and separation would be a more effective use of public funds as another major drawback is that this project is that it leaves in place the existing ageing combined pipe system. 

At a recent meeting of the St Mays and Herne Bay Associations Councillor Mike Lee said it made no sense in the 21st century to be dumping sewage and contaminated wastewater/storm water into the harbour. He believes that the two council bodies, Healthy Waters and Watercare disagree on the need for separation but the Healthy Waters view that separation is not necessary has prevailed. Why spend $44 million on this stop-gap project when long-term the need is to separate pipes, extend the planned Central Interceptor and relieve pressure on the Mangere treatment facility. This could indicate a political agenda!




Alternative Solutions:



The key to stopping overflows from the combined pipe system is to manage stormwater. A better mid- term option would be to replace the failing old combined pipe system with new separated pipes. Separated pipes already exist in many renovated and newer properties in the St Mary’s Bay and Herne Bay waterfront catchments – but these pipes end at the roadside where the separated stormwater/wastewater/sewage then flows into a combined pipe which floods during heavy rainfall and discharges directly into the harbour.  



Regardless of some properties potentially not being connection to separated systems from day one, rain fall being diverted from road runoff alone would have a significant impact..



We believe that council had accepted at community meetings on WIWQIP that the Central Interceptor could only be used temporarily for stormwater (without giving an end date for that use), and that the whole of the combined system would be separated within 100 years.


Separation is required to reduce future loading on the wastewater reticulation system and Mangere treatment plant. Although separation of pipes would be costly and take time, it would be more effective and reduce ongoing operating costs of pumping and treating large volumes of storm water over the 100 year life of this project.


Before the amalgamated “super city” was formed Auckland City had budgeted for sewage/wastewater pipe separation, but since amalgamation there had been a shift in policy? The council should now be asked to justify the reasons for this.


The Proposed Pipeline  Route: 



If alternate solutions are not found and a pipeline is the only stop gap measure then the pipeline route should follow council owned assets ie the roads, which may avoid the need for a significant pumping station (as the proposed pipeline takes the waste to a lower level requiring significant investment in the pumping station and lost amenities in the Point Erin Reserve



The project does not appear to have taken much consideration or completed significant research around alternate routes, which would not impact both the stability of the cliff and private properties; they have been quite dismissive without supporting documentation. 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:



Ground Stability: 



Geotech reports have not been undertaken in directly affected properties on the cliff face. The St Marys cliff face both historically and recently has had significant slips and drilling a 2 metre diameter pipe at depths of only 8 meters in places will have further implications for its stability. The in-depth geo-tech reports should have been undertaken at the actual properties and on the cliff not at the flat land in the reserve.



The reports relate to the un-weathered rock but they make no mention to what effect the pipe installation and ongoing use and possible changes to natural water courses may have on the unstable land above the un-weathered rock.  



Aesthetics:



Above ground pipes and buildings mean lost opportunities for the better use of the recreational areas currently utilised by local residents St Marys Reserve and Pt Erin grassed area.



Odour Emissions:



The planned 10m high ventilation pipes near the corner of New and London Street and Marys Reserve and Pt Erin Reserve -  we have concerns that there will be lingering odours caused by wind direction and the health effects of the gases even with low emissions given that these are in close proximity to the St Marys Bay School and other outdoor recreational activities. One Council provided reports talks about reduced impact as residents are likely to be inside when it’s raining – surely this is not an appropriate mitigate.  It also doesn’t take into account that pumping from the tunnel (if it hasn’t overflowed into the harbour) is only at the rate of 20 litres per second so will take so time to be pumped and hence increase the risk of odours for some time. 



While the reports state that there should be low levels this is to subject to the project engineers delivering within expectations.



[bookmark: _GoBack]This is also subject to a rigorous and ongoing maintenance programme, at significant cost to the rate payer. When general tidy up/ maintenance by council is not completed currently (weed reduction/eradication in the St Marys Bay Reserve, safety concerns with Jacobs ladder stairs and the Jacobs ladder overbridge (who’s tidy up after over a year of chasing council has only just been undertaken, while the lift at the Jacobs ladder overbridge still remains non-operable, this doesn’t provide confidence that the maintenance for the emission stacks will be undertaken in line with requirements to minimise impact. 





Disruption caused by construction:



Noise /Vibration during construction

Use of the recreational areas being impeded during construction (building sites at St Marys Bay reserve and Pt Erin 

 
Before we spend (estimated $44 Million) we want to ensure that all parties know that the appropriate outcomes will be achieve and value for money is achieved. 



We are asking for the  St Mary’s Bay/Masefield Beach water quality improvement project to be placed on hold until our concerns are addressed and 

· a business case for separation in the St Mary’s Bay and Herne Bay waterfront catchments has been undertaken as part of the Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Programme, and 

· an independent peer review of the business case is completed, and  

· the independent peer review is made public. 
















Supporting information:
submission doc.docx



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:473] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Monday, 18 June 2018 9:15:50 p.m.

Attachments: submission doc_20180618210335.561.docx

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Marc John Barclay McKenzie
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021969672

Email address: marcjohn.mckenzie@icloud.com

Postal address:
6 Vine St St Mary's Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
please see attached

What are the reasons for your submission?
please see attached

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
please see attached

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes
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SUBMISSION 94 Shelly Beach Road


OVERVIEW OF OUR CONCERNS: 



This project comes with a very significant expected budget (currently $44m), has significant impacts on local amenity’s (including  Saint Marys Bay & Point Erin Reserves), has outcomes that are not proven, could cause material impact to a number of private property owners and does not fit in with a medium to longer term (& more environmentally appropriate) separation of Sewage / Storm water.



The project from a community point of view appears to be rushed with inadequate (or at least undisclosed) assessment of alternative options which provide a better environmental outcome, fit in with longer terms objectives and have lower ongoing capital / maintenance costs (which will be incurred with this current proposal).



We have also been advised that this project / tunnel is not Water care’s selected option.

 

I would point out that notwithstanding recent community meeting (by the Saint Marys Bay Residents Association) that many members of the community are unaware of this project.



An economic cost benefit analysis vs other options has not been completed.



Prior to committing such significant resources to an unproven and potentially risky project I would ask that Auckland Council not rush this project but take the time review other options to ensure best use of Rate Payers funds and achieve better environmental impacts. 



 

Will the Project Achieve the proposed outcome:



Reduced Overflows and improved water quality? 



There is a lack of information as to the amount of storm water and wastewater likely to be collected, the relatively limited holding capacity of the proposed storage pipeline, and the limited capacity to pump the captured water (20lps) back to the existing sewerage system if / when capacity is available. There is just not enough information in the application to make an informed assessment of the claimed benefits from the project, 



Whilst the scheme/project proposes to reduces the number of combined sewage overflows at Masefield Beach (from 100 to 20), it will significantly increase the volume of these overflows via the proposed marine outfall. Noting also that many of these overflows occur on the same day / within minutes / hours and should probably be treated as single events. Last year Council produced a video model of pollution plumes from overflows, using data from early 2017 that indicates that on the incoming tide, the proposed combined sewage discharge will be carried up the harbour to contaminate Herne Bay, Cox’s Bay and Pt Chevalier beaches. 

In the medium term, Council have indicated that they plan to connect the combined sewer system into the proposed Central Interceptor to be extended to Grey Lynn. However, the application does not address this connection, which would require substantial additional investment in  major pumping and pressure main systems extending up to Jervois Road or, alternatively, a tunnel from Pt Erin to Grey Lynn. 

Healthy Waters does not appear to have a full inventory of all overflow pipes or any inventory of the properties with separated pipes to the street. The resource consent application does not appear to acknowledge the existence of at least one major discharge outlet which is visible only at extremely low tide this and possibly other unacknowledged overflows might continue to operate under the proposed project. This plus tidal backflows from the new Masefield Beach pipe would not result in an acceptable level of sewage and other contaminants being removed from St Mary’s Bay and the Herne Bay beaches.	





Significant Ratepayer cost for a temporary  solution:



Is this the best use of $44 million, is this project not premature, because the key issue of separation is still to be addressed as part of the broader Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Project (WIWQIP) - which was announced 12 months after the St Mary’s Bay/Masefield Beach project. It is vital, that this project should not preclude the best long-term solution being sought under WIWQIP.



This $44 million project (expected to be significantly higher at the end of the construction) could become merely a short-term solution driven by council’s desire to clean up St Mary’s Bay before the America’s Cup is staged in Auckland. The ongoing maintenance and pumping costs need to also be factored into the costings.



Longer-term savings from pipe renewal and separation would be a more effective use of public funds as another major drawback is that this project is that it leaves in place the existing ageing combined pipe system. 

At a recent meeting of the St Mays and Herne Bay Associations Councillor Mike Lee said it made no sense in the 21st century to be dumping sewage and contaminated wastewater/storm water into the harbour. He believes that the two council bodies, Healthy Waters and Watercare disagree on the need for separation but the Healthy Waters view that separation is not necessary has prevailed. Why spend $44 million on this stop-gap project when long-term the need is to separate pipes, extend the planned Central Interceptor and relieve pressure on the Mangere treatment facility. This could indicate a political agenda!




Alternative Solutions:



The key to stopping overflows from the combined pipe system is to manage stormwater. A better mid- term option would be to replace the failing old combined pipe system with new separated pipes. Separated pipes already exist in many renovated and newer properties in the St Mary’s Bay and Herne Bay waterfront catchments – but these pipes end at the roadside where the separated stormwater/wastewater/sewage then flows into a combined pipe which floods during heavy rainfall and discharges directly into the harbour.  



Regardless of some properties potentially not being connection to separated systems from day one, rain fall being diverted from road runoff alone would have a significant impact..



We believe that council had accepted at community meetings on WIWQIP that the Central Interceptor could only be used temporarily for stormwater (without giving an end date for that use), and that the whole of the combined system would be separated within 100 years.


Separation is required to reduce future loading on the wastewater reticulation system and Mangere treatment plant. Although separation of pipes would be costly and take time, it would be more effective and reduce ongoing operating costs of pumping and treating large volumes of storm water over the 100 year life of this project.


Before the amalgamated “super city” was formed Auckland City had budgeted for sewage/wastewater pipe separation, but since amalgamation there had been a shift in policy? The council should now be asked to justify the reasons for this.


The Proposed Pipeline  Route: 



If alternate solutions are not found and a pipeline is the only stop gap measure then the pipeline route should follow council owned assets ie the roads, which may avoid the need for a significant pumping station (as the proposed pipeline takes the waste to a lower level requiring significant investment in the pumping station and lost amenities in the Point Erin Reserve



The project does not appear to have taken much consideration or completed significant research around alternate routes, which would not impact both the stability of the cliff and private properties; they have been quite dismissive without supporting documentation. 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:



Ground Stability: 



Geotech reports have not been undertaken in directly affected properties on the cliff face. The St Marys cliff face both historically and recently has had significant slips and drilling a 2 metre diameter pipe at depths of only 8 meters in places will have further implications for its stability. The in-depth geo-tech reports should have been undertaken at the actual properties and on the cliff not at the flat land in the reserve.



The reports relate to the un-weathered rock but they make no mention to what effect the pipe installation and ongoing use and possible changes to natural water courses may have on the unstable land above the un-weathered rock.  



Aesthetics:



Above ground pipes and buildings mean lost opportunities for the better use of the recreational areas currently utilised by local residents St Marys Reserve and Pt Erin grassed area.



Odour Emissions:



The planned 10m high ventilation pipes near the corner of New and London Street and Marys Reserve and Pt Erin Reserve -  we have concerns that there will be lingering odours caused by wind direction and the health effects of the gases even with low emissions given that these are in close proximity to the St Marys Bay School and other outdoor recreational activities. One Council provided reports talks about reduced impact as residents are likely to be inside when it’s raining – surely this is not an appropriate mitigate.  It also doesn’t take into account that pumping from the tunnel (if it hasn’t overflowed into the harbour) is only at the rate of 20 litres per second so will take so time to be pumped and hence increase the risk of odours for some time. 



While the reports state that there should be low levels this is to subject to the project engineers delivering within expectations.



[bookmark: _GoBack]This is also subject to a rigorous and ongoing maintenance programme, at significant cost to the rate payer. When general tidy up/ maintenance by council is not completed currently (weed reduction/eradication in the St Marys Bay Reserve, safety concerns with Jacobs ladder stairs and the Jacobs ladder overbridge (who’s tidy up after over a year of chasing council has only just been undertaken, while the lift at the Jacobs ladder overbridge still remains non-operable, this doesn’t provide confidence that the maintenance for the emission stacks will be undertaken in line with requirements to minimise impact. 





Disruption caused by construction:



Noise /Vibration during construction

Use of the recreational areas being impeded during construction (building sites at St Marys Bay reserve and Pt Erin 

 
Before we spend (estimated $44 Million) we want to ensure that all parties know that the appropriate outcomes will be achieve and value for money is achieved. 



We are asking for the  St Mary’s Bay/Masefield Beach water quality improvement project to be placed on hold until our concerns are addressed and 

· a business case for separation in the St Mary’s Bay and Herne Bay waterfront catchments has been undertaken as part of the Western Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Programme, and 

· an independent peer review of the business case is completed, and  

· the independent peer review is made public. 
















Supporting information:
submission doc_20180618210335.561.docx



From: Raul Galimidi

To: Shirin Rahman Whipp

Subject: Fwd: Submission - St Marys Bay - Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project

Date: Monday, 18 June 2018 10:08:35 p.m.

Attachments: Submission - St Marys Bay - Masefield Water Quality Improvement Project from Amanda Binns 18 June
2018.docx

Hi Shirin, please add this submission.

Principal Project Lead
Resource Consents
Auckland Council

Ph 0211100605

From: Nikki Newman <nikkinewman46@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 9:32:36 PM

To: Raul Galimidi

Subject: Submission - St Marys Bay - Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project

Dear Raul,

We discussed this application on the phone last Friday afternoon and you advised | could
send my submission direct to your email.

Can you please confirm receipt of my submission which is attached and please

also confirm it has been recorded as a submission to this Notified Consent application
lodged by Healthy Waters Auckland Council.

i look forward to hearing from you.

Kind regards

Amanda BINNS
021 758 131


mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=982B9E0DC8854325BE7588074279007B-RAUL GALIMI
mailto:Shirin.RahmanWhipp@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

[bookmark: _GoBack]SUBMISSION from Amanda Binns



Opposing discretionary consent application lodged by Auckland Council - Healthy Waters for the St Mary’s Bay/Masefield Beach water quality improvement project

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



1. Safety risks to residents / school

The proposal requires tunnelling under many residential properties in Saint Marys Bay and parts of Herne Bay.



As occurred with the Watercare fatality in Onehunga where gas found its way into a Watercare water pipe, unknown factors can tragically have fatal consequences.



The plans submitted with the application show gas pipes and water located very close together underground across all residential areas affected by this proposal. 



There are significant and potential safety risks to people living in the homes that will sit directly above the proposed water tunnel and to other people living in the immediate vicinity including a local school of close to 1000 students. 



No specific mention or commentary is also made in any of the documentation about what the consequences would be; if the proposed 4, 8 to 10 metre high air exchange point pipes should fail.  Do these pipes have the potential to explode and pollute the area and spew poisonous and toxic fumes into the neighbouring area/s and present a safety a serious health and safety risk to Saint Marys Bay residents and the school?  



What are the safety impacts of a major explosion in the underground tunnel to people living directly above and living above ground nearby?



In summary, the reports offer inadequate safety mitigations to protect people living in properties directly above the proposed underground water tunnel and to other residents living nearby. 



The reports also fail to mitigate health impacts at the New and London Street site where a number of people live within 7 metres of the proposed air ventilation points / pipes and where a large school of close to 1000 students is also sited within 35 metres of 4, 8 to 10 metre air ventilation points / pipes. 



Mitigation  

For people safety reasons, a new location far away from a heavily built up residential area and a school needs to be found for the New Street/London Street shaft and 4, 8 to 10 metre air ventilation pipes proposed for New and London Streets. What is proposed for New and London Streets is not suitable for any residential area. 





2.Non compliance - Auckland Unitary Plan Heritage requirements

Saint Marys Bay including London/New Streets is a single house residential zone with heritage and special character overlays.



These conditions require any property owner who wishes to undertake a renovation, to undertake an assessment of environmental effects and for this assessment to be submitted as part of the Resource Consent process.



Within the zone, all owners are also required to comply and broadly speaking ensure their plans reflect the heritage ‘look and feel’ of the suburb particularly how the property will look from the street.



Healthy Waters which is part of Auckland Council should also be required to comply with the Auckland Unitary Plan around heritage and special character in Saint Marys Bay.



The proposal to place 4, huge and imposing 8 to 10 metre high air ventilation pipes in New and London Streets does NOT comply with the intent and conditions of the Auckland Unitary Plan as they relate to the heritage and special character overlays for Saint Marys Bay.



No examples or evidence is contained in any of the reports affirming that 8 to 10 metre high air ventilation pipes like is proposed for London / New Streets are currently in use in any other residential location/s like Saint Marys Bay and located so physically close to residents and a school; within 7 metres and 35 metres respectively.  



Proposed mitigation

For the health, safety and quiet enjoyment of local residents and a local neighbouring school of close to 1000 students, these 4 8 to 10 metre high, very imposing air ventilation pipes must be relocated to a non residential area.



See Appendix P;4, 8 to 10 metre high air ventilation pipes also do not comply with the intent and heritage and special character status of Saint Marys Bay under the Auckland Unitary Plan.  



They also do NOT comply with the Auckland Unitary Plan E 26.2.5.1 (3) for height. This rule in the Auckland Unitary Plan states the maximum height for structures within roads is 1.8 metres. 



At 8 to 10 metres the 4 air exchange pipes proposed for London and New Streets, Saint Marys Bay far exceed this rule and should NOT be approved.







3.Insufficient detail in information provided pre - Resource Consent

Newsletters have been sent and information sessions held but these failed to provide sufficient detail to key stakeholders including local residents.



Since this project started, new people have moved into the area and the information provided contains insufficient detail to be able to understand the full impacts.



None of the critical information was made available by Auckland Council - Healthy Waters, in a written form until very recently and not until after Resource Consent had been lodged. This does not constitute open, honest and transparent engagement with affected stakeholders. 



Written ‘consultation’ information provided to stakeholders pre-lodgement of Resource Consent was also bereft of critical information like for example visual images showing the proposed placement of 4, 8 to 10 metre ventilation pipes within 7 metres and 35 metres of local residents’ homes and a local school of close to 1000 students. 



Mitigation 

Not approve this proposal from Auckland Council – Healthy Waters in its current form.





4.Odour impacts

Appendix P does not contain what the actual odour effects will be for local residents.



At best, it is a ‘best guess’ and basic assumptions. This is not enough given the close physical proximity to many residential homes and a school of close to 1000 students.



This is critical given the reports do agree odour emissions will readily and frequently travel to many of the 2 storey homes located in close proximity to the 4, 8 to 10 metre air ventilation pipes proposed for New and London Streets.



The report states these properties ‘could be frequently exposed to odours emitted from the storage pipe’ and that ‘any odours from the pipe will vary over the storage period”.  



Mitigation

A new non residential location must be found to replace the New and London Street shaft and proposed 4, 8 to 10 metre air exchange points.



In addition to breaching the Auckland Unitary Plan for height (see above), these pipes will omit odours that will seriously impact on the health and safety of local residents and a neighbouring school of close to 1000 students.



5.Significant unmitigated environmental effects

The installation of huge 4, 8 to 10 metre air exchange points is significant and as a result, will have a significant visual and quiet enjoyment effects on local residents and Saint Marys College which is a large school of close to1000 students. 



It is not possible to adequately mitigate the environmental effects of these four, 8 to 10 metre air ventilation pipes which are meant for use in large, remote refuse ‘dump’ facilities and away from heavily built up residential areas where several hundred people live.  



Other green field locations like Pt Erin Park and Saint Marys Park Site need to be found to relocate these 4, 8 to 10 metre air exchange points as they are unsuitable and not appropriate for use in a heavily built up, residential, heritage area like London / New Streets. 



In their current form and location these air ventilation pipes will have significant health, safety and quiet enjoyment environmental effects that are unable to be mitigated by the applicant. 



In section 8.3 – “Assessment of Environmental Effects” (starts page 55), section 8.3.1 identifies 3 specific areas of environmental effect. 



While there is specific discussion in the report about the effects at the St Marys Park Site and Pt Erin Park site, there is NO discussion contained in the report section 8.3.3.3 ‘Visual Effects’, about the natural character effects, landscape effects and visual effects at the London and New Street Site.



Section 8.3.5 ‘Conclusions’ also omits any mention of the London and New Street site.



Given what is proposed also significantly breaches rules around height in the Auckland Unitary Plan and health and safety impacts on neighbouring residents and a school that are located within 7 and 35 metres respectively, this obvious omission is because there is NO possible mitigation. 



Mitigation 

Find another safer and more suitable Greenfields location for the London/New Street shaft and 4, 8 to 10 metre air exchange points. 





6.Separation 

It is unclear why homeowners are still required by Auckland Council to separate water and lay separated pipes from their property to the storm water at the street when water from street continues to remain unseparated. 



This is a glaring inconsistency and needs to be properly addressed given the $44 M cost and obvious environmental impacts of this discretionary proposal. 



Mitigation

An independent peer review to be undertaken to understand why the proposal does not and has not proposed proper separation of storm water and sewerage water from the street in Saint Marys Bay and in other affected suburbs. 

















Amanda Binns

Saint Marys Bay resident

Nikkinewman46@hotmail.com

18 June 2018




From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:486] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 9:30:20 a.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Kate Ida Robertson
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021 881 410
Email address: katehudig@gmail.com

Postal address:
17 Royal Tce Sandringham Auckland 1025

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

| oppose the application because: Itv is a new outfall in addition to all the other and existing ones.
It does not provide for separation of stormwater from wastewater. It is a diversion scheme
diverting polluted water to be discharged offshore from Herne Bay near the Harbour Bridge. It will
result in discharging Combined Sewer Overflows into the Waitemata Harbour in an area of high
recreational value used among other things for swimming, fishing paddleboarding and sailing. It
has the potential to destabilise the clifftop areas of St Marys Bay to Point Erin It will result in
unacceptable odour emissions. It will result in ugly infrastructure (poles) being constructed to to
manage odour It will result in an ugly pumphouse st Point Erin and a reduction in the recreation
area there It will result in construction related dust noise and vibration as well as serious negative
effects on traffic and parking. It dos not comply with the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Act 2000 It
does not comply with the purpose of the Resource Management Act

What are the reasons for your submission?


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Council to refuse the application

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:490] Submission received on notified resource consent

Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 10:30:21 a.m.

Attachments: Submission on Healthy waters application - Roman Catholic Bishop.pdf

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission
Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: The Roman Catholic Bishop of Diocese of Auckland
Organisation name: MinterEllisonRuddWatts

Contact phone number: 093539912

Email address: rachel.devine@minterellison.co.nz

Postal address:
PO Box 3798 Auckland Auckland 1010

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
Please see attached submission

What are the reasons for your submission?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Please see attached submission

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

SUBMISSION ON APPLICATION FOR RESOURCE CONSENT
UNDER SECTION 96 OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

To: Auckland Council

35 Graham Street

Auckland Central 1010
Name of Submitter: Roman Catholic Bishop of Diocese of Auckland
Address: c/- Minter Ellison Rudd Watts

PO Box 3798
AUCKLAND 1140

Attention: Rachel Devine

Application and scope of submission

1.

This is a submission on an application by Healthy Waters, Auckland Council (Applicant)
for all necessary resource consents for the installation and operation of a conveyance
and storage pipeline from Pt Erin Park to New Street/London Street, two weir structures,
a pump station, an odour control unit, a return pipeline and gravity pipeline, and a
marine pipeline outfall (pipeline proposal) in St Mary’s Bay, Auckland City
(LUC60319406, DIS60319407, CST60319409 and WAT60319451) (Application).

This submission relates to the entire Application.

The Roman Catholic Bishop of Diocese of Auckland (Bishop) opposes the Application
in its entirety.

Background on the Application

4,

The proposal involves the construction of an approximately 1km long conveyance and
storage tunnel that will collect and store sewer overflows from five overflow points within
the St Mary’'s Bay and Masefield Beach catchments until there is capacity for it to be
pumped back to the sewer on Sarsfield Street. This involves construction at three
primary sites: Pt Erin Park, St Mary’s Bay Park and New Street/London Street.

The installation and operation of structures at New Street/London Street are of particular
interest to the Bishop. These structures include a ventilation shaft, four air exchange
points and two engineered overflow points. The Bishop’s house (also referred to as the
Bishop’s Palace) is located approximately 7 metres to the south of the proposed
ventilation shaft on New Street/London Street.

Background to the Bishop’s interest in the Application

6.

The Bishop’s house is located at 30 New Street, St Mary’s Bay, in the block bordered by
New Street, St Frances de Sales, St Mary’s Street and Green Street (Grounds). The
building is scheduled under the Unitary Plan as a category A building and as a

category 1 building under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. The
Grounds are also an archaeological site by default, due to human occupation associated
with the Catholic Church for over 150 years.






10.

The first Catholic Bishop of Auckland, Bishop Jean Baptiste Francois Pompallier (1848-
1869) purchased 42 acres of land in 1853. He renamed it Mount St Mary’s. This is the
land on which the Bishop’s House and St Mary’'s College across the road stand today.
In 1859 half of the land was given to the Sisters of Mercy and in 1863, all of the rest,
except for the 4 acres on which the house stands, was sold. After Bishop Pompallier's
departure in 1868, the land was briefly lost to the Church but it was bought back again
by Bishop Croke in 1873.

When Bishop Pompallier purchased the property a small wooden house called
‘Clanaboy’ was standing on it. Bishop Pompallier renamed this house St Anne’s
Cottage. It is believed to be one of the first houses in the Ponsonby area. It was used
as a convent and school for Maori girls. A new order of French nuns, the Sisters of the
Holy Family (a diocesan order founded by Pompallier) took over the Maori girls school.
Suzanne Aubert was a member of this order. The process to canonise her as a saint
commenced in 2010.

In 1864 the Bishop took possession of the house as his own residence. In 1891

St Anne’s Cottage was moved to St Mary's Road to make way for the building of the
new Bishop’s house. This house still exists today and is used as the Bishop’s residence
and the Diocesan offices. It was designed by Peter Paul Pugin of Pugin and Pugin
Architects, and is the only remaining building designed by them in New Zealand and one
of only a few in the Southern Hemisphere. It opened in 1894. Within the Bishop’s
house and grounds is an archive of historical information relating to the early origins of
the Church in New Zealand.

The Bishop supports improving sewerage and water infrastructure in the St Mary’s Bay
area. However, the Bishop is concerned that the proposed pipeline does not use the
most appropriate technology to ensure good environmental outcomes. The Bishop is
also concerned about the adverse effects of an operating pipeline on the surrounding
environment, in particular, the odour and the impact on the area’s amenity, and heritage
values.

Submission

11.

12.

13.

In general, the reasons why the Bishop opposes the Application include that the
Application:

(@) Does not adequately avoid, remedy and mitigate the adverse effects on the
environment; and

(b) Is not consistent with the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources and is otherwise inconsistent with the purpose and principles of the
Resource Management Act; and

(© Is inconsistent with sound resource management practice.

Without derogating from the generality of the above matters:

(@) The Application will result in more than minor, and significant adverse effects on
the environment and does not avoid, remedy and mitigate the adverse effects of

the proposal; and

(b) The Application does not involve use of the best practicable option as it relates
to air discharges; and

(©) The Application is inconsistent with and contrary to the relevant objectives,
policies and other provisions of the Auckland Plan and Auckland Unitary Plan.

These reasons are addressed in further detail below.






The Application will result in more than minor and significant adverse effects on the
environment

14. The Application understates the level of adverse effects likely to result from the
proposal, particularly in relation to the operation and maintenance of the proposed
pipeline. The Application will have significant adverse effects on the Grounds and the
surrounding area and any positive effects of the pipeline project will be outweighed by
the range and severity of adverse effects in the area around the Grounds. It does not
seek to appropriately avoid, remedy or mitigate these effects.

15. Significant adverse effects associated with operation and maintenance of the pipeline
proposal include:

(a) Adverse odour effects resulting from air discharges. The Technical Odour
Assessment projects that the pipeline will be considered septic and passively
ventilated through the New Street/London Street air exchange points for up to
4 days approximately once a month.

Contrary to the principle that an Applicant contain odour within its own boundary,
the Applicant will be causing a nuisance to surrounding neighbours on a regular
basis. The Bishop is concerned that the location of these points, approximately
7 metres from the Grounds will negatively affect those visiting, working at and
attending the Grounds. This four day discharge is also expected to be offensive
and objectionable to users and will interfere with the ability of the Diocesan staff
and visitors to use and enjoy the Grounds.

(b) Adverse effects on the amenity of the users of the Grounds and those who pass
through the area around the Grounds due to the visibility of the 8-10m high air
exchange points in the vicinity of the Grounds and the odour emanating from
them. The visibility of this infrastructure will degrade the experience of the
Grounds and the surrounding residential environment in a way that cannot be
avoided, remedied or mitigated. In addition to the direct users of the Grounds,
the Application has not addressed amenity effects on users of the Auckland’s
historic ‘Jacob’s Ladder’ staircase. Clearly connected to the Church’s history in
St Mary’'s Bay, this ‘ladder’ was originally built in the 1800s to provide access
from the cliffs of St Mary’s Bay to the Waitemata Harbour foreshore. It enables
visitors to walk from the Grounds to the central business district via the staircase
at the end of Waitemata Street. The staircase and connecting footbridge
provide vital connectivity between the green spaces of Saint Mary’s Bay suburb
and the public open spaces in Westhaven Marina.

(c) Adverse heritage effects. These are caused by the design and location of the
proposed air discharge points not being sympathetic to the historic significance
of the Grounds and the surrounding area. The Application (including the
Archaeological and Historic Heritage Assessment) does not adequately respond
to the relationship of the Catholic Church with the area or appropriately manage
effects arising from the discovery of archaeological features relating to the
Church’s history in St Mary’s Bay and central Auckland.

The Application does not involve use of the best practicable option as it relates to air
discharges

16. The Resource Management Act requires the selection of the best practicable option
when addressing air discharges. Locating air discharge points in a residential area with
the type of technology proposed is not a best practicable option for this proposal. The
approaches proposed in the Application also do not commit to upholding this
requirement, either in the selection of technology to mitigate effects, or in ensuring that
is maintained over time.






The Application is inconsistent with and contrary to the relevant objectives, policies and
other provisions in the Auckland Plan and Auckland Unitary Plan

17. The Auckland Plan and the Auckland Unitary Plan promote heritage, connectivity, good
use of public open space and integrating infrastructure in a manner which avoids
remedies or mitigates associated adverse effects. The Application is inconsistent with
these provisions as it leads to the effects described in this submission; none of which
enhance the connectivity and open space.

Decision sought

18. The Bishop seeks the following decision from Auckland Council:

(a) That the Application be declined;

or

(b) That, if Auckland Council is minded to grant consent for the Application, then
any consent granted be subject to conditions which appropriately:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

(i)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

*)

relocate the proposed air discharges (including the ventilation shaft and
air exchange points in New Street) away from St Mary’s College and the
Bishop’s house;

limit the duration of the air discharge consent to 5 years;

require there to be no noxious, dangerous, offensive or objectionable
odour at the boundary of any discharge machinery, vents or shafts;

require the best practicable option to be used (including high quality
carbon filters and a stringent maintenance programme) at each air
discharge point (including the ventilation shaft and air exchange points);

require the Applicant to review new technology associated with air
discharges when it becomes available and report to the consent
authority on whether it could be implemented to further reduce adverse
effects;

disguise the equipment associated with air discharges so that it
appropriately blends in with its surroundings;

require the Applicant to involve the Bishop in archaeological
investigations (including advice if any human remains or early European
artefacts are discovered) and require the Applicant to provide the Bishop
with a report following a discovery of this kind,;

where archaeological material is found (apart from drainage pipes)
require suitable public interpretive signage referencing the findings of the
archaeological investigations as well as the early European history of the
area;

should historical or archaeological material be found which is of
relevance to the Bishop, Church or the Grounds, require the Applicant to
liaise with the Bishop about ways that the materials or representative
replicas could be made available to the public on the Grounds having
regard to the historical archives held at the Bishop’s house;

require early communication with the Auckland Catholic Diocese about
construction where it affects or is in the vicinity of the Bishop’s house;






(xi) require communication with the Auckland Catholic Diocese about
ongoing maintenance works where they affect or are in the vicinity of the
Bishop's house;

(xii) require regular provision to the Auckland Catholic Diocese of reporting
data relating to the air discharge near New Street, including a ‘plain
English’ translation of it, commentary of how it compares to compliance
with consent conditions and international standards;

(xiii)  enable the consent authority to review the consent should there be
complaints about construction activities (including traffic, safety, noise or
vibration effects) and operation and maintenance activities (including
odour and amenity);

(xiv)  adequately avoid, remedy and mitigate all potential adverse effects of
the pipeline proposal; and

(xv)  ensure the activity achieves the purpose and principles of the Resource
Management Act, meets all relevant statutory and planning requirements
and achieves the intent of all relevant statutory and planning criteria;

and

(c) that all consequential and appropriate amendments are made to the Application,
and conditions imposed upon it, to ensure that the decision appropriately
responds to the matters raised in this submission.

19. The Bishop wishes to be heard in support of this submission.
DATED at Auckland this 19th day of June 2018.

The Roman Catholic Bishop of Diocese of
Auckland by its solicitors and duly authorised

agents

Minter Ellison Rudd Watts

R M Devine
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From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:491] Submission received on notified resource consent

Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 10:45:22 a.m.

Attachments: St Mary"s College submission on Healthy Waters resource consent application.pdf

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission
Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: St Mary's College Board of Trustees
Organisation name: MinterEllisonRuddWatts
Contact phone number: 093539912

Email address: rachel.devine@minterellison.co.nz

Postal address:
PO Box 3798 Auckland Auckland 1140

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
Please see attached submission

What are the reasons for your submission?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Please see attached submission

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

SUBMISSION ON APPLICATION FOR RESOURCE CONSENT
UNDER SECTION 96 OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

To: Auckland Council

35 Graham Street

Auckland Central 1010
Name of Submitter: St Mary’s College Board of Trustees
Address: c/- Minter Ellison Rudd Watts

PO Box 3798
AUCKLAND 1140

Attention: Rachel Devine

Application and scope of submission

1.

2.

3.

This is a submission on an application by Healthy Waters, Auckland Council (Applicant)
for all necessary resource consents for the installation and operation of a conveyance
and storage pipeline from Pt Erin Park to New Street/London Street, two weir structures,
a pump station, an odour control unit, a return pipeline and gravity pipeline, and a
marine pipeline outfall (pipeline proposal) in St Mary’s Bay, Auckland City
(LUC60319406, DIS60319407, CST60319409 and WAT60319451) (Application).

This submission relates to the entire Application.

The St Mary’s College Board of Trustees (Board) opposes the Application in its entirety.

Background on the Application

4.

The proposal involves the construction of an approximately 1km long conveyance and
storage tunnel, extending from Pt Erin Park to New Street/London Street, that will collect
and store sewer overflows from five overflow points within the St Mary’s Bay and
Masefield Beach catchments until there is capacity for it to be pumped back to the
sewer on Sarsfield Street. This involves construction at three primary sites: being

Pt Erin Park, St Mary’s Bay Park and New Street/London Street.

The installation and operation of structures at New Street/London Street are of particular
interest to the Board. These structures include a ventilation shaft, four air exchange
points and two engineered overflow points. St Mary’s College (School) is located
approximately 65 metres to the south of the proposed ventilation shaft on New
Street/London Street. The shaft will be used to provide access for tunnelling, to remove
the tunnel boring machine and for the ongoing operation and maintenance of the
pipeline. The School is located 7 metres to the south of the nearest proposed air
exchange point. These points will discharge air from the tunnel.

Background to the Board’s interest in the Application

6.

The Board operates the School at 11 New Street, St Mary’s Bay, near the intersection at
New Street/London Street.

The School is the oldest existing secondary school for girls in Auckland. The School
educates students from year 7 to 13 and so they range in age from 10 to 18 years old.






10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

There are over 1040 students from New Zealand and overseas and 130 staff (including
teachers and administrative staff) who attend the School. The School regularly hosts
before and after school activities, including sports programmes.

The Sisters of Mercy, Catholic Church and the School have a long and rich history in

St Mary’'s Bay. The Sisters of Mercy arrived on the shores of Auckland in 1850 in
response to a call from wahine Maori. They initially worked in the vicinity of St Patrick’s
cathedral. The Sisters walked daily from St Patrick’s to an area of land owned by
Bishop Pompallier that became known as Mount St Mary's. In 1854 he passed it over
temporarily to the Sisters so they could start a boarding school for Maori girls, many of
whom had been living at St Patrick’s. The Sisters walked daily from St Patrick’s using a
clay track which ran along Freeman’s Bay and up a steady gradient through some bush
to the site. In 1859 the Sisters were gifted the land where the convent and School still
stands today. The Sisters remain connected to this land, not just through their
relationship with the School, but also through the rest home and hospice beside the
School, along New Street.

Grateful for this historic gift of land to the Sisters, the School prides itself on being
located near park-like surrounds overlooking the city and Waitemata Harbour. The first
School buildings were established in 1863, with buildings being added to the site over
time, and the tennis courts were constructed in 1939 and now operate as tennis, netball
and hockey courts. The old convent chapel is located at the School entrance on New
Street. It is a category 1 historic place and was erected in 1865-1866. It is the first
purpose built chapel built by the Sisters of Mercy in New Zealand and actively used for
weekly masses and wedding ceremonies.

The School grounds include classrooms, tennis courts, a swimming pool, a gym, an
administration block, science block, arts and religious studies block, music hall and
sports field. Work on revitalising a new English block began in early 2018.

Students and staff travel to the School from all over Auckland. They arrive by foot, car,
bus, train, ferry and a combination of all of these modes. There are at least 11 buses
stopping at the School daily. Special events and school outings add to those numbers.

The modern learning environment is no longer centred on classroom based learning.
Students are often involved in learning as well as physical activities outside, within and
around the School grounds, including the tennis, netball and hockey court. Those
courts also are a designated evacuation point, used in emergencies and during drills.
For example, when there is a fire drill about 400 students walk along Waitemata Street
into New Street from the gym and science block areas to access the courts.

The Board is concerned about the construction and operational impacts of the
Application on the School, users of the School and visitors to the School. The
construction impacts include significant earthworks, odour, ground vibrations,
construction noise, increased traffic noise and movements, and reduced access to the
School grounds. Ongoing concerns include the potential adverse effects of the
Application on the surrounding environment, in particular, odour and the impact that the
proposal will have on the area’s amenity and heritage values.

Given the School’s history, the Board also supports the relationship of local iwi with the
coastline at St Mary’s Bay and would like the proposal to recognise this relationship.

Submission

15.

In general, the reasons why the Board opposes the Application include that the
Application:

(@) Does not adequately avoid, remedy and mitigate the adverse effects on the
environment;






(b) Is not consistent with the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources and is otherwise inconsistent with the purpose and principles of the

RMA; and
(c) Is inconsistent with sound resource management practice.
16. Without derogating from the generality of the above matters:

(a) The Application will result in more than minor, and significant adverse effects on
the environment and does not avoid, remedy and mitigate the adverse effects of
the proposal,

(b) The Application does not involve use of the best practicable option as it relates
to air discharges;

(c) The Application is inconsistent with and contrary to the relevant objectives,
policies and other provisions of the Auckland Plan and Auckland Unitary Plan;
and

(d) The Council does not have sufficient information on the traffic, amenity, and
odour effects in New Street/London Street to make a decision.

17. These reasons are addressed in further detail below.

The Application will result in more than minor and significant adverse effects on the
environment

18. The Application understates the level of adverse effects likely to result from the
proposal, from construction as well as the operation and maintenance of the proposed
pipeline. The Application will have significant adverse effects on the School and the
surrounding area and any positive effects of the pipeline project will be outweighed by
the range and severity of adverse effects in the area around the School. It does not
seek to appropriately avoid, remedy or mitigate these effects.

19. Significant adverse effects associated with operation and maintenance of the pipeline
proposal include:

(a) Adverse odour effects resulting from air discharges. The Technical Odour
Assessment projects that the pipeline will be considered septic and passively
ventilated through the New Street/London Street air exchange points for up to
4 days approximately once a month.

Contrary to the principle that an Applicant contain odour within its own boundary,
the Applicant will be causing a nuisance to surrounding neighbours on a regular
basis. The Board is concerned that the location of these points, approximately

7 metres from the School’s tennis, netball and hockey courts and 50 metres from
the nearest School building, will negatively affect those visiting, working at and
attending the School. This four day discharge is also expected to be offensive
and objectionable to users and will interfere with the ability of the students,
teachers and visitors to use and enjoy the School.

(b) Adverse effects on the amenity of the users of the School and those who pass
through the area around the School due to the visibility of the 8-10m high air
exchange points in the vicinity of the School and the odour emanating from
them. The visibility of this infrastructure will degrade the experience of the
School grounds and the surrounding residential environment in a way that
cannot be avoided, remedied or mitigated. In addition to the direct users of the
School, the Application has not addressed amenity effects on users of the
Auckland’s historic ‘Jacob’s Ladder’ staircase. Clearly connected to the history






()

in St Mary’s Bay, this ‘ladder’ was originally built in the 1800s to provide access
from the cliffs of St Mary’s Bay to the Waitemata Harbour foreshore. It enables
visitors to walk from the School area to the central business district via the
staircase at the end of Waitemata Street. The staircase and connecting
footbridge provide vital connectivity between the green spaces of Saint Mary’s
Bay suburb and the public open spaces in Westhaven Marina.

Adverse heritage effects are caused by the design and location of the proposed
vents not being sympathetic to the historic significance of the School and the
surrounding area. The Application (including the Archaeological and Historic
Heritage Assessment) does not adequately respond to the relationship of the
School with the area or appropriately manage effects arising from the discovery
of archaeological features relating to the School’s history at the intersection of
New Street and London Street.

20. Significant adverse effects associated with construction include:

(@)

Adverse traffic and parking effects resulting from vehicles, including trucks
(approximately 25 trucks per day), accessing the construction site from the south
via New Street due to construction of the pipeline and associated ventilation
shafts and discharge points. These include:

0] Increasing traffic along College Hill which Auckland Transport has
already recognised is not safe for School users.

(i) Limiting the availability of parking for parents, students, staff and local
residents. It is acknowledged that the Applicant proposes that some of
the construction vehicles (trucks) are parked off-site when not in use, this
will not be all vehicles.

(iii) Not managing risks associated with high volumes of people on the
streets around the School from time to time, whether that is school trips,
education outside the classroom or walking to the designated evacuation
route.

(iv) Impeding emergency response vehicles (fire trucks and ambulances)
from properly responding to emergencies associated with the School
both via New Street and along Waitemata Street.

(v) Not managing safety implications of increased traffic on large volumes of
young people and adults coming and going from the School in a way that
avoids these effects.

(vi) Creating serious health and safety issues and impacting the ability of the
School to safely operate due to its reliance on New Street as its main
access road and the need for users of the School to access most of the
surrounding streets to exit New Street.

(viiy  Creating cumulative adverse traffic effects of the proposal together with
the traffic associated with the School, which are likely to create grid-lock
in the already congested area around the School. Example 1: the
proposal to have a controlled one-way access from New Street turning
right onto Harbour Street which will potential create a bottleneck on New
Street and in turn resulting in more traffic towards the School entrance.
Example 2: Removing access from New Street onto London Street will
impact the flow of traffic during and surrounding school pick up and drop
off times.






(viii)  Creating cumulative adverse traffic effects of constructing the pipeline
and constructing Auckland Transport’s project to install a traffic crossing
on College Hill Road if they occur at the same time.

(b) Adverse construction noise and vibration effects resulting from the construction
machines and vehicles will negatively affect students trying to study and sit
exams, and staff in undertaking their roles. The School is included within the
area projected to be affected by tunnelling vibration and the location of the
construction site at the intersection of New Street/ London Street will also be a
significant adverse noise effect. The School, in particular the courts, will be
affected by the noise of the construction machinery. As previously noted, these
outdoor facilities are used for educational activities.

The Application does not involve use of the best practicable option as it relates to air
discharges

21. The Resource Management Act requires the selection of the best practicable option
when addressing air discharges. Locating air discharge points near a school is not a
best practicable option for this proposal. The approaches proposed in the Application
also do not commit to upholding this requirement, either in the selection of technology to
mitigate effects or in ensuring that is maintained over time.

The Application is inconsistent with and contrary to the relevant objectives, policies and
other provisions in the Auckland Plan and Auckland Unitary Plan

22. The Auckland Plan and the Auckland Unitary Plan promote heritage, connectivity, good
use of public open space and integrating infrastructure in a manner which avoids,
remedies or mitigates associated adverse effects. The proposal is inconsistent with
these provisions as it leads to the effects described in this submission; none of which
enhance the connectivity, open space or social infrastructure.

The Application does not include sufficient information regarding New Street/London
Street

23. The Board considers that there is insufficient information and an inadequate
assessment in the Application about the range of potential adverse effects of the
proposal on St Mary’s College and the surrounding area, including:

(a) The traffic and traffic safety impacts in the area around the School; and

(b) The effects on the existing environment, including open space and amenity
values, at the New Street and London Street intersection and users of Jacobs
Ladder; and

(c) The emergency procedures of the School and the local area.

(d) The effects of odour (with verified information); and

(e) The impact of vibration on heritage and old buildings at the School.

24. In addition to being inconsistent with the requirements of the Resource Management
Act, an incomplete assessment of effects leads to a poor understanding of the potential
effects and impact of the Application and any appropriate conditions that could be
applied should Auckland Council be inclined to grant consent. The Board submits that
the Council cannot determine the Application on the basis of the information provided.

Decision sought

25. The Board seeks the following decision from Auckland Council:






(@)

(b)

That the Application be declined;

or

That, if Auckland Council is minded to grant consent for the Application, then
any consent granted be subject to conditions which appropriately:

(i)

(i)
(iii)

(iv)

v)

(Vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

)

(xi)

(xii)

(xii)

(xiv)

(xv)

relocate the proposed air discharges (including the ventilation shaft and
air exchange points) away from the School;

limit the duration of the air discharge consent to 5 years;

require there to be no noxious, dangerous, offensive or objectionable
odour at the boundary of any discharge machinery, vents or shafts;

require the best practicable option to be used (including high quality
carbon filters and a stringent maintenance programme) at each air
discharge point (including the ventilation shaft and air exchange points);

require the Applicant to review new technology associated with air
discharges when it becomes available and report to the consent
authority on whether it could be implemented to further reduce adverse
effects;

disguise the equipment associated with air discharges so that it
sensitively blends in with its surroundings;

require sequencing of the proposal so that it can only occur after
Auckland Transport installs traffic lights on College Hill to facilitate
crossings associated with School users;

require all vehicles (not just trucks) associated with the proposal to be
parked away from the streets surrounding the School;

limit the operation hours for maintenance and construction vehicles,
including concrete trucks, to 9:30pm — 2:30pm outside of school drop off
and pick up hours;

provide parking for School teachers, staff and senior students during
construction to mitigate effects on them;

limit vibration and noise associated with construction to hours when the
School is not operating;

require the Applicant to remedy damages to the School arising from
vibrations around the School buildings.

require that the main construction period be scheduled to align with the
school holiday period between the early December and the beginning of
February;

require the Applicant to involve the School in archaeological
investigations (including advice if any human remains or early European
artefacts are discovered) and require the Applicant to provide the Board
with a report following a discovery of this kind,;

where archaeological material is found (apart from drainage pipes)
require suitable public interpretive signage referencing the findings of the






archaeological investigations as well as the early European history of the
area;

(xvi)  require early communication with the Board about construction where it
affects or is in the vicinity of the School;

(xvii)  require communication with the Board about ongoing maintenance works
where they affect or are in the vicinity of the School;

(xviii) require regular provision to the Board of reporting data relating to the air
discharge near New Street, including a ‘plain English’ translation of it,
commentary of how it compares to compliance with consent conditions
and international standards;

(xix)  enable the consent authority to review the consent should there be
complaints about construction activities (including traffic, safety, noise or
vibration effects) and operation and maintenance activities (including
odour and amenity);

(xx)  adequately avoid, remedy and mitigate all potential adverse effects of
the pipeline proposal; and

(xxi)  ensure the activity achieves the purpose and principles of the RMA,
meets all relevant statutory and planning requirements and achieves the
intent of all relevant statutory and planning criteria;

and

(c) that all consequential and appropriate amendments are made to the Application,
and conditions imposed upon it, to ensure that the decision appropriately
responds to the matters raised in this submission.

26. The Board wishes to be heard in support of this submission.
DATED at Auckland this 19th day of June 2018.

St Mary’s College Board of Trustees by its
solicitors and duly authorised agents
Minter Ellison Rudd Watts

R M Devine
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From: Steve Mutch

To: Premiumsubmissions

Cc: Jason Welsh

Subject: St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project (BUN60319388): submission in
opposition by Lake Ltd (2/17 Ring Terrace)

Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 10:59:33 a.m.

Attachments: Lake Ltd RMA Submission (2.17 Ring Terrace) 19.6.18.pdf

Good morning

We act for Lake Ltd in relation to the above matter.

Please see attached a submission by Lake Ltd in opposition to the application by Auckland
Council (Healthy Waters) for the St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement
Project.

Please confirm receipt of this submission, and please contact us if you have any queries.

Regards

Chancery

Steve Mutch | Senior Associate
m: +64 21 0255 1256 | t: +64 9 357 0600

IMPORTANT

This message and any attachments are for the intended recipient's use only. They may contain confidential, proprietary or legally privileged information. No
confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost by any mis-transmission. If you receive this message in error, please delete. Any unauthorised use is expressly
prohibited. For more information about use, disclosure and access, please see our disclaimer and privacy statement at www.chancerygreen.com.


mailto:steve.mutch@chancerygreen.com
mailto:premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:jason.welsh@chancerygreen.com
http://www.chancerygreen.com/

BEFORE AUCKLAND COUNCIL

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA”)
AND
IN THE MATTER of a resource consent application by Auckland

Council for the St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach

Water Quality Improvement Project

SUBMISSION BY LAKE LTD IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED ST MARY’S
BAY AND MASEFIELD BEACH WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

19 June 2018

ChanceryGreen
PO Box 47516, Ponsonby 1144
+64 9357 0600 Chamcery





To:

Auckland Council

Name of submitter: Lake Ltd (owner of 2/17 Ring Terrace, St Mary’s Bay)

Address for service: c¢/- ChanceryGreen

11

PO Box 47516
Ponsonby 1144
Attention: Jason Welsh / Steve Mutch

Telephone: 09 357 0600

Email: jason.welsh@chancerygreen.com
steve.mutch@chancerygreen.com

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This submission is made on behalf of Lake Ltd, who owns the property at 2/17 Ring
Terrace, St Mary’s Bay (the “Property”). The storage pipeline associated with the St
Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project (the “Project”) is
proposed to traverse the Property and the neighbouring property at 19 Ring Terrace. As
shown in Figure One below, the pipeline traverses part of the Property that directly abuts
structures on the neighbouring property at 19 Ring Terrace.

Figure One:! plan showing Project route in relation to the Property and neighbours

JOVHYIL ONIY

Figure One is reproduced from the plans attached to the Council’'s “Local Government Act
Notification” letter dated 21 May 2018.





1.2

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

Lake Ltd supports the overall aims of the Project. However, Lake Ltd has significant
concerns with the Project as currently proposed, such that it opposes the Project
pending satisfaction of its concerns by Auckland Council.? Reasons for Lake Ltd’s

submission are outlined below.

REASONS FOR SUBMISSION

In April 2018, Lake Ltd met with Auckland Council representatives to discuss its
concerns with the Project and how they may be addressed. To date, Auckland Council
has taken no material steps to address Lake Ltd’s concerns. Lake Ltd remains willing to

explore potential avenues to satisfy its concerns, outlined below:

Geotechnical: stability, settlement, ground movement etc, including potential

damage to land and structures

As shown in Figure One and the application documents, tunnelling for the storage
pipeline will take place under a steep cliff face at/near the Property, and will be close to
structures on the Property and the neighbouring property at 19 Ring Terrace. Lake Ltd
has concerns regarding the Project’s potential effects on the geotechnical integrity of the
Property and neighbouring property, and potential damage to structures located on

those properties, both during and after construction.?

While the Project application documents address the potential for such effects, and
conditions of consent and management plans* have been recommended by the
applicant’s consultants in relation to such effects, considerable uncertainty remains
regarding the level of effects, monitoring, and the Council’s mitigation/repair obligations

with respect to land and structures.

Lake Ltd has not identified in the application documents a suite of consent conditions
proposed by the Council, which prevents an understanding of the Project’'s adverse
effects, and of how such effects will be managed. Of particular relevance to the Property,
while one diagram included with the original AEE showed ground and building
monitoring stations at and around the Property,® other diagrams submitted with the

application did not.® In addition, the Council’s obligations/undertakings with respect to

This submission relates to the entire Project.

The properties at 1/17, 2/17 and 19 Ring Terrace are separated by party walls, so damage to
one structure could risk damage to other adjoining structures.

See in particular the proposed Groundwater and Settlement Monitoring and Contingency Plan.
See page 25 of the AEE Appendix R: Groundwater and Settlement Monitoring and Contingency
Plan - Aurecon and PDP (Drawing No. 1011; Rev. B).

See page 45 of the AEE Appendix Q: Assessment of Effects on Ground Settlement — Aurecon
(Drawing No. 1029; Rev. B); and the final concept design drawing (Drawing No. 1011; Rev. A).
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2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

repair/remediation of any damage remain entirely unclear (including, for example, how
long after construction the Council is proposing monitoring and repair obligations
extend). The application states that pre-condition property/land surveys are not
proposed,” meaning that identifying damage from the Project and determining causation
will be very difficult. (Lake Ltd considers that pre and post construction surveys for both
buildings and ground/property are essential). Lake Ltd has also not identified any
assessment in the application documents of the potential for planting on or near the cliff

for stability, as a mitigation measure.

In the above context, Lake Ltd remains concerned with geotechnical effects from
tunnelling associated with the Project. Proposed monitoring and response mechanisms
are inadequate, uncertain, and are subject to change through the resource consent

process.

Ground-borne noise and vibration from tunnelling, including potential damage to

land and structures

Tunnelling is proposed to be undertaken on a 24/7 basis, and the application documents
state that proposed ground-borne noise and vibration levels at the Property and

neighbouring property will both exceed relevant limits.®

From the tunnelling vibration contours provided with the application, the Property and
neighbouring property (and the houses on the properties) are amongst the worst
affected, if not the worst affected, residential properties in terms of vibration from
tunnelling, being subject to — or very near to land subject to — the 1mm/s tunnelling
vibration level.® The Property appears to be potentially the only residential property
subject to the 1mm/s contour, with the other land subject to the contour being Council/NZ
Transport Agency land near Point Erin Park and St Mary’s Road Park. With respect to
vibration, Lake Ltd’s key concern is the potential for damage to land and structures on

the Property and the neighbouring property.

In terms of ground-borne noise, part of the Property (and neighbouring property) is within

the highest 55 dB LAeq noise contour for ground-borne noise; and the house on the

Drawing No. 1011; Rev. C, provided as part of a s92 response dated 23 May 2018, indicates that
both ground and building monitoring stations are proposed at/near the Property.

AEE page 83.

See the AEE, section 8; and the Noise and Vibration Assessment — Aurecon, for example the
Executive Summary (Section 1, pages 6 and 7).

See Appendix D of the Noise and Vibration Assessment — Aurecon. The house on the Property
is not shown as being subject to the 1mm/s tunnelling vibration level, but is well within the
0.3mm/s tunnelling vibration level.
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Property is primarily within the 45 dB LAeq noise contour.’® Lake Ltd considers that the
Council’'s proposal to apply a night-time noise limit of 35 dB Laegusminy (Which the
Council’s noise expert considers is appropriate) only in response to complaints by
landowners is not best practice and is inappropriate.!! The onus should be on the

applicant to comply with the appropriate standards, and to monitor for such compliance.

In the above context, Lake Ltd remains concerned with ground-borne noise and vibration
effects from tunnelling associated with the Project. Proposed monitoring and response
mechanisms are inadequate, uncertain, and are subject to change through the resource

consent process.
Conclusion

In the absence of side-agreements between property owners and the Council, the
Council’s obligations with respect to the above potential effects (proposed by the Council
through as-yet-unknown resource consent conditions only, including management plans
which are in draft form) remain entirely uncertain and subject to change through the
resource consent process. This creates unnecessary and inappropriate uncertainty for
landowners whose properties the Project will be located within, and requires their

continued involvement in the RMA and Local Government Act 2002 processes.

RELIEF SOUGHT
Lake Limited seeks:
(@) that the applications for the Project be declined; OR

(b) other relief satisfying Lake Ltd’s concerns outlined above, including (without

limitation):

(i)  Auckland Council providing certain and detailed undertakings by way of
resource consent conditions (and/or private agreement) with respect to
potential damage to the Property (and neighbouring property) and structures
on the Property (and neighbouring property), including regarding: ground
monitoring and building monitoring station(s) at or near the Property (and
neighbouring property) and an appropriate monitoring regime; pre and post-
condition land/property and building surveys; appropriate remediation/repair

undertakings from the Council; formal indemnification for any damage to the

10
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See Appendix C of the Noise and Vibration Assessment — Aurecon.
See recommended condition 5 at section 9.1 of the Noise and Vibration Assessment — Aurecon.
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4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

Property (and neighbouring property) caused by the Project; and formal
indemnification against any third-party claims against Lake Ltd for damage

to other properties caused by the Project; and/or

(i)  realignment of the storage pipeline to avoid the Property and neighbouring

properties, or other Project design and/or management changes; and/or

(i) Auckland Council acquiring the northern “finger” portion of the Property

through which the Project traverses; and/or

(c) such consequential and/or related relief as may be necessary or appropriate to

give effect to Lake Ltd’s concerns.

GENERAL
Lake Ltd is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the RMA.
Lake Ltd wishes to be heard in support of its submission.

Lake Ltd requests that — to the extent practicable — the RMA and Local Government Act
2002 processes associated with the Project, including any hearings, be coordinated for

efficiency.

If others make a similar submission, Lake Ltd may consider presenting a joint case with

them at any hearing.

Lake Ltd requests, pursuant to section 100A of the RMA, that Auckland Council
delegates its functions, powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to one or

more hearings commissioners.

Lake Ltd

by its solicitors and duly authorised agent
ChanceryGreen:
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To:

Auckland Council

Name of submitters: Jeannette Raynish and Carol Anne Campbell as Trustees of the Dark

Horse Trust (owners of 27 New Street, St Mary’s Bay); and Steve
Rosenbaum and Jeannette Raynish (occupiers of 27 New Street, St
Mary’s Bay)

Address for service: c¢/- ChanceryGreen

11

1.2

PO Box 47516
Ponsonby 1144
Attention: Jason Welsh / Steve Mutch

Telephone: 09 357 0600

Email: jason.welsh@chancerygreen.com
steve.mutch@chancerygreen.com

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This submission is made on behalf of the trustees of the Dark Horse Trust, who own the
property at 27 New Street, St Mary’s Bay (the “Property”); and on behalf of Steve
Rosenbaum and Jeannette Raynish, who live at the Property (together, the
“Submitters”). As shown in Figure One below, the New Street/London Street retrieval
shaft associated with the St Mary’s Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality
Improvement Project (the “Project”) is proposed to be located adjacent to the Property.
In addition, up to four 8-10m high air exchange points (ventilation stacks) are proposed

to be located very close to the property.

The Submitters are not opposed to the stated overall aim of the Project, being to improve
harbour water quality. However, the Submitters have significant concerns with the
Project as currently proposed, such that they oppose the Project.! The Submitters’
concerns relate primarily to the significant adverse effects that the Project will have on
the Property at 27 New Street and its residents, and on the residential neighbourhood
surrounding the New Street/London street shaft and ventilation stacks. Reasons for the

Submitters’ position are outlined below.

This submission relates to the entire Project.
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Figure One: plan showing Project works in relation to the Property?
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REASONS FOR SUBMISSION

Odour effects

As shown in Figure One, up to four ventilation stacks are proposed in the residential
neighbourhood close to the Property. The high sensitivity of the receiving environment
is acknowledged in the application material. In addition to residential properties, there is
also a school and a Church in close proximity to the proposed stacks. Discharges —
which the application acknowledges may contain “odourous compound(s) generated by
the stored effluent’® — will occur during filling and while the storage pipeline is not being
forced ventilated. At times, the Submitters consider that odour will be offensive and
objectionable at nearby properties — it is hard to imagine a more offensive or
objectionable smell than anaerobic raw sewage, potentially many days old.* The

Figure One is reproduced and annotated from the Council’s application documents: AEE
Appendix A: Concept Drawings — Part 2, “Vehicle Tracking Path” (Drawing No. 1400; Rev. A).
See the AEE, section 8.5.1.

The application material confirms that anaerobic wastewater/stormwater is “generally considered
to be unpleasant and often offensive” (AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section
4.2))
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Submitters simply cannot understand or accept the assertions in the AEE that odour
effects will be less than minor, or that odours will not be offensive or objectionable.® The
Submitters consider that the stacks near the New Street/London Street shaft will have
significant and unacceptable adverse odour effects on nearby residents, including at the
Property.

The Submitters consider that the Property will be one of the worst affected in terms of
odour, and that odour effects at the Property will be significant, offensive and
objectionable, and unacceptable overall. The south-eastern stack is in the order of only
5m away from the house at the Property, and approximately 2.5m from the Property
boundary.® Since the house at 27 New Street is directly east of the proposed south-
eastern stack, it will frequently be downwind of the stack.” Given the very small
separation distances involved, the potential for dispersion will be extremely

limited/almost non-existent.

The AEE acknowledges that the Property and others to the east and north of the stacks
could “frequently be exposed to odours emitted from the storage pipe if they are not
adequately controlled”.? The proposed activated carbon filters are acknowledged in the
application to only “reduce” (not eliminate) odour effects, and only if they are adequately
sized and maintained. Even if the filters operate to eliminate in the order of 99% of
sewage type odours (as asserted in the application), given that the application material
states that sewage odours can be detected in the order of parts per billion,® and the
storage pipeline will contain air contaminants at concentrations many magnitudes higher

than this, residents can have no confidence as to actual levels of odour effects.

The application acknowledges that odour effects will be elevated during filling of the
storage pipeline. The application also acknowledges that odour effects will be even
worse during anaerobic conditions associated with periods of storage: “the potential risk
of an odour nuisance effect is considered to be greatest during this period”; and ‘{d]uring
these conditions the generated odour is expected to have a higher odour intensity and
is likely to be more offensive in character”.*® (Notably, only for the St Mary’s Bay site —
not the New Street/London Street site — does the application material assert that “no

offensive or objectionable odour is expected to be observed at any of the nearby

See the AEE, section 8.5.5.

Measured using Auckland Council GeoMaps. The application provides inconsistent distances
from the stacks to the nearest homes.

AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.

AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.

AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 4.2.

AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.
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residential properties”.)* The application states that anaerobic conditions will occur “on
average at least 10 times per year” and that during these periods the pipe could be
passively ventilated for up to 4 days before being emptied.'? Requiring residents to
potentially put up with anaerobic passively ventilated odour discharges (being the worst
smelling discharges) for in the order of 40 days a year is simply unacceptable. Nearby
residents have a legitimate expectation of high amenity at/in their homes, as recognised
in the Unitary Plan (Operative in Part). In light of the above, the Submitters consider that,
especially during anaerobic conditions, odour will be a significant adverse effect, and

will overall be unacceptable for residents.

On the above basis, the Submitters consider that the application is incorrect that the
discharges from the stack are a permitted activity under the Unitary Plan (Operative in
Part), because the relevant permitted activity standard (E14.6.1.1) requires that the
discharge “...must not cause noxious, dangerous, offensive or objectionable odour...
beyond the boundary of the premises where the activity takes place”. While noting that
the application documents incorrectly focus on the location of homes, as opposed to
property boundaries, given that the boundary of the Property at 27 New Street will be in
the order of 2.5m horizontal distance from the outlet of the nearest proposed stack, it is
simply not plausible for the application to assert that the permitted activity standard will

be met.

In the context of the Project’s likely significant odour effects, the application material
provides an inadequate assessment of such effects, and unacceptable uncertainty

remains, including with respect to the below:

@) The location and design (including height) of the four ventilation stacks at New
Street/London Street have not been finalised. This is inappropriate given their
importance in determining the adverse effects experienced by residents. For
residents to understand and respond to adverse odour effects, and for the
consent authority to assess adverse odour effects, it is necessary to have precise

known locations and designs for the ventilation stacks.

(b) To date, the Submitters have not identified any proposed conditions of consent
relating to odour, rendering concerned residents unable to assess controls on
the design and operation of the Project. (While the application documents
address the potential for a range of effects, and conditions of consent and

management plans have been recommended by the applicant’s consultants in

11
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See the AEE, section 8.5.3.2; and AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.2.
AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.
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(c)

(d)

(e)

relation to certain effects; the applicant has not proposed a consolidated set of
conditions, meaning that at this stage it is unclear what is actually proposed by
the Project.)

Despite acknowledging that dispersion modelling is recommended best
practice,'® the applicant has not commissioned dispersion modelling. Given the
extreme proximity of the proposed New Street/London Street ventilation stacks
to nearby homes, such modelling is necessary for residents to understand
potential effects on them. The onus is on the Applicant to provide such

information.

Throughout the application material the point is made that the proposed activated
carbon filters will only be effective if they are appropriately sized and maintained.
Given that the application states that “no reliable odour emission rate information
is available” (as a purported justification for the lack of dispersion modelling), it
is difficult to understand how filters will be reliably sized. The application also
acknowledges that there may be occasions when the filters are ineffective, if the
rate of filling of the storage pipeline exceeds the design capacity of the filters
during heavy rainfall events.* (Unlike the public parks at Point Erin and St Mary’s
Bay Road, residents near New Street and London Street will still be in close
proximity to the ventilation stacks during rain events (i.e. in their homes)). Given
that the design of the odour filter for the New Street site has not been finalised,*®
and in the absence of proposed conditions of consent, at this stage residents can
have no confidence regarding the operational effectiveness of the proposed

filters, including with respect to design capacity and maintenance obligations.

The Submitters have not identified any assessment of potential odour effects in
terms of what development could be undertaken as of right on nearby properties,
including at 27 New Street (for example in terms of building height); and the
application is defective in its identification of the relevant existing environment

within which the application is proposed.

Reinforcing the significant uncertainty regarding odour effects, the AEE and supporting

documentation contains a range of uncertain and/or qualified language, which does not

allow residents or the consent authority to confidently assess the nature or levels of

adverse odour effects. For example, the application material states with respect to odour

13
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AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.1.
AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3
See for example AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.
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discharged during filling: discharges “...will occur for a relatively short period...”® and

“

are ‘not expected to be particularly offensive...”” or are “...unlikely to be
offensive...”*® and ‘filn general any observed odours are not expected to be

offensive™® and will “...undergo some level of treatment...”.?°

The Submitters also consider that some of the language used in the AEE does not
appropriately convey the nature and scale of odour effects that will be experienced by
residents in and around their homes, and that the AEE does not exhibit the degree of
objectivity and independence required. Reference to those people as “high sensitivity
receptors” glosses over the human impact that offensive odours will have on the
community. And while the 8-10m high ventilation stacks are euphemistically termed “air
exchange points”in the application; they will not facilitate a like-for-like exchange. Fresh

air will go in, and often rotten/sewage smelling air will come out.

Overall, the Submitters consider that adverse odour effects from the ventilation stacks
at New Street/London Street will be significant for nearby residents, including at the
Property, and will be unacceptable. This is based primarily on the sensitivity of the
receiving environment, the very small separation distances involved, the nature of the
odour, and the frequency and duration of discharges. Odour effects from the stacks will
reinforce adverse visual effects (addressed below) and vice versa, severely degrading

the amenity value enjoyed by local residents.
Visual / landscape effects

The visual assessment provided with the AEE states with respect to the ventilation
stacks at New and London Streets that “[tJheir final location is not yet known so they
have not been assessed’?* (i.e. the visual assessment expressly limits its scope to the
Point Erin and St Mary’s Bay Road sites). Likewise, the AEE ignores visual or landscape
effects associated with the New Street/London Street site. The applicant has therefore
provided no independent expert assessment relating to the adverse visual/landscape
effects of the ventilation stacks at New Street/London Street. The Submitters consider
that this approach is unacceptable given the potentially significant adverse visual and

landscape effects on nearby residents. Such an approach does not allow the consent

16
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AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.
AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.
AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 4.2.

AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.
AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.
AEE Appendix O: Landscape and Visual Assessment, section 4.4.
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authority or residents to understand the nature and scale of adverse effects, and is

inappropriate for a project of the scale proposed.

The Submitters consider that the proposed New Street/London Street ventilation stacks

will likely have significant adverse visual/landscape effects for nearby residents,

including with respect to the Property. Factors contributing to the adverse visual effects

of the structures include the following:

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

(€)

(f)

The number of stacks, being up to four, in a relatively confined cluster around

New and London Streets.

The proximity of the stacks to nearby houses in what is a relatively
enclosed/intimate residential viewing catchment. The closest stack is in the order
of 5m away from the house on the Property, and even closer to the Property

boundary itself.??

The fact that the stacks are utilitarian structures designed solely to ventilate
infrastructure storing sewage and stormwater. Their presence will carry that

association for residents, which will exacerbate their visual effects for residents.

The height and bulk of the structures, which will look dominant, out of place, and
unsightly in the residential neighbourhood. The Submitters do not accept that the
appearance of the stacks will be similar to light poles, as suggested in the AEE,
especially when their true purpose will be well known to residents, and reinforced

by odour emissions.

While visitors to the area using the roading network will catch relatively fleeting
views of the stacks as they move through the area in/on vehicles or by foot, for

those living in the area the stacks will be constantly present.

Unlike for the Point Erin or St Mary’s Bay Road sites, no effective

visual/landscape mitigation is proposed or possible for the ventilation stacks.

There is a tension between the Project’'s adverse odour effects and adverse visual

effects which cannot easily be overcome. While the application states that “fiff required

the height of the site air exchange points could be increased to improve disperse and

reduce downwind odour levels”,? this will clearly increase visual effects, and vice versa.

22
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As shown in Figures 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 of the AEE.
AEE Appendix P: Technical Odour Assessment, section 5.4.3.
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Construction: airborne noise effects

Works at the New Street/London Street shaft will generate a range of airborne noise
effects, including from site establishment, piling, excavation, and tunnelling / pipe-
jacking works. Numerous homes are located very close to the shaft, and the house on
the Property is one of the worst affected houses with respect to airborne construction
noise. For example, it is one of only a few homes patrtially within the 70 dBA Leq noise

contours for site establishment activities.

Given that the application documents state that noise level predictions will need to be
updated based on subsequent design phases, the predicted noise levels (and therefore
compliance with the applicable limits) are subject to considerable uncertainty. In
addition, with no proposed conditions or draft Construction Noise and Vibration
Management Plan provided with the application material, the details around proposed
controls remain largely unknown.?* For example, while the noise and vibration modelling
undertaken for the Project assumes the use of rotary-bored piling methodology and local
screening,?® the Submitters have not identified any proposed conditions of consent
securing such controls, which will be very important for local residents. Given the
uncertainty around controls on noise generation, the Submitters have no confidence that

airborne noise from the New Street/London Street shaft will be acceptable.

The Submitters consider that if consent is granted for the Project it is imperative that
construction work on the New Street/London Street shaft occurs only during the daytime,
as is proposed. If consent is granted for the Project, the Submitters also support noise
monitoring stations at/near the Property, with appropriate response mechanisms

(proposed monitoring and response mechanisms are currently inadequate/uncertain).
Construction: ground-borne noise and vibration

Tunnelling is proposed to be undertaken on a 24/7 basis, and the application documents
indicate that proposed vibration levels at the Property will exceed relevant limits.?® From
the tunnelling vibration contours provided with the application, the Property is subject to
the 0.3mm/s peak particle velocity tunnelling vibration level.?” In terms of ground-borne
noise, part of the Property is within each of the 55, 45, and 35 dB LAeq noise contour

for ground-borne noise; with most of the house being within the 35 dB LAeq noise

24
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Notwithstanding the proposed “monitoring plan” and other information provided with the
application.

AEE Appendix M: Noise and Vibration Assessment, section 5.

See the AEE, section 8; and AEE Appendix M: Noise and Vibration Assessment, for example the
Executive Summary (section 1, pages 6 and 7).

See Appendix D of the Noise and Vibration Assessment (above).
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contour.?®. With respect to vibration from piling, the property is outside the 1mm/s
contour, but the Submitters understand that is on the basis of a rotary-bored piling
methodology, which is as yet unsecured through proposed conditions of consent.?° (The
application states that rotary-bored piling is necessary due to the closeness of homes to
the New Street/London Street shaft).°

In the above context, including the uncertainties previously outlined, the Submitters
remain concerned with ground-borne noise and vibration effects associated with the
Project. If consent is granted for the Project, the Submitters support ground-borne noise
and vibration monitoring stations at/near the Property, with appropriate response
mechanisms (proposed monitoring and response mechanisms are currently

inadequate/uncertain).
Construction: traffic effects

Works near the New Street/London Street shaft will cause considerable disruption to
local traffic, including for residents in what is a quiet residential neighbourhood. Key
disruptions relate to construction traffic (up to 25 heavy vehicle movements per day);3!
and restrictions to roads, parking, and footpaths. Without elaboration, the AEE also
notes that “fajccess to private property for residents of New Street, London Street and
Harbour Street could be restricted during some parts of construction.”®* Given that:
construction of the Project is expected to take approximately two years; the application
states that all three vertical access shafts will be installed at the start of the Project; and
the New Street/London Street shaft will be used to remove the tunnel boring machine;

traffic effects around New Street/London Street may continue for a number of years.

While the application documents refer to the preparation of a Construction Traffic
Management Plan (‘CTMP”) as the key mechanism to manage construction traffic
effects, the applicant has not provided a detailed draft CTMP. In addition, as already
highlighted, the applicant has also not provided proposed conditions of consent relating

to traffic,® and construction methods/Project designs remain subject to change and/or
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See Appendix C of the Noise and Vibration Assessment (above).

See Appendix C of the Noise and Vibration Assessment (above).

AEE Appendix M: Noise and Vibration Assessment, section 5.3, 5.5, and 7.1.1.

AEE Appendix T: Integrated Traffic Assessment, section 5 states that daily vehicle movements
are not expected to exceed 25 per day. Inconsistent figures are provided in the s92 response (by
email) dated 30 May 2018.

AEE, section 8.14.3.3. Elsewhere in the AEE, contradictory assessments are provided, for
example: “lajJccess to private property will be maintained during the works to minimise disruption
to residents” (section 8.14.4.3).

Some recommended conditions are proposed in AEE Appendix T: Integrated Traffic Assessment,
section 8, however it is not clear whether the applicant is formally proposing such conditions.
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refinement. As a result, and coupled with inconsistent references to construction traffic
details at the New Street/London Street site in the application material,®* residents
cannot understand the potential traffic effects on them, nor the detail around how such
effects will be managed. While temporary, construction traffic effects may be significant

for nearby residents.
Geotechnical: stability, settlement, ground movement, groundwater effects etc

The application material indicates that the New Street/London Street shaft will be 5-6m
in diameter, 25m deep, and involve the excavation of around 700m? of material.*® Given
the significant works at the site, including piling, excavation, tunnelling, and dewatering,
the Submitters have concerns regarding the Project’'s potential effects on the
geotechnical integrity of the Property, including potential damage to land and structures
on the Property.

While the application documents address the potential for such effects, and conditions
of consent and management plans®* have been recommended by the applicant’s
consultants in relation to such effects, considerable uncertainty remains regarding the
level of effects, monitoring, and the Council’s mitigation/repair obligations with respect
to land and structures. The Submitters have not identified in the application documents
a suite of relevant consent conditions proposed by the Council, which prevents an

understanding of the Project’s adverse effects, and of how such effects will be managed.

In the above context, the Submitters remain concerned with geotechnical/groundwater
effects from tunnelling and shaft works. If consent is granted for the Project, the
Submitters support geotechnical/groundwater monitoring stations at/near the Property,
with appropriate response mechanisms (proposed monitoring and response

mechanisms are currently inadequate/uncertain).
Arboricultural effects

The arboriculture assessment provided with the application states that the Project may
adversely affect the mature camphor tree located on the Property. The tree currently
provides significant amenity value to the Property and the surrounding area.®” Potential
adverse effects of the Project include vehicle strike (by construction vehicles) and the

lowering of groundwater associated with the New Street/London Street shaft

34
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See footnote 31 above, for example.

AEE Appendix T: Integrated Traffic Assessment, section 5. Inconsistent descriptions are
provided elsewhere in the application material.

See in particular the proposed Groundwater and Settlement Monitoring and Contingency Plan.
AEE Appendix H: Arboriculture Assessment, paragraphs 6.64-6.68.
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4.1

51

52

construction. Despite the arboriculture assessment recommending traffic management
and tree health monitoring to deal with such effects (without providing any detail), the
Submitters have identified no concrete proposed measures to protect or monitor the

condition of the tree.

OTHER REASONS FOR SUBMISION

In addition to the detailed reasons for the Submitters’ opposition to the Project outlined

above, other reasons include that:

(a) the Project is contrary to the objectives and policies of the Auckland Unitary Plan
(Operative in Part);

(b) the Project is contrary to Part 2 of the RMA,;

(© important aspects of the application/AEE are deficient and do not enable the

consent authority and submitters to adequately assess adverse effects;

(d) the applicant has not undertaken any personal consultation with the Submitters,
despite the nature and scale of adverse effects on them, which is contrary to best
practice (especially when coupled with the deficient assessment noted above);

and

(e) individually and cumulatively, adverse effects of the Project will be significant and

unacceptable.

RELIEF SOUGHT
The Submitters seek:
(a) that the applications for the Project be declined; OR

(b) other relief satisfying the Submitters’ concerns outlined above (including such

consequential and/or related relief as may be necessary or appropriate).

GENERAL
The Submitters are not trade competitors for the purposes of section 308B of the RMA.

The Submitters wish to be heard in support of their submission.
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5.3

5.4

If others make a similar submission, the Submitters may consider presenting a joint case

with them at any hearing.

The Submitters request, pursuant to section 100A of the RMA, that Auckland Council
delegates its functions, powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to one or

more hearings commissioners.

Jeannette Raynish and Carol Anne Campbell as
Trustees of the Dark Horse Trust; and Steve
Rosenbaum and Jeannette Raynish

by their solicitors and duly authorised agent
ChanceryGreen:

/’\

Jason Welsh and Steve Mutch

12 June 2018
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From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:495] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 11:30:22 a.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Alastair and Margot Acland
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021909869
Email address: aacland@xtra.co.nz

Postal address:
10 Waitemata St St Marys Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

Ultimately the city needs to separate sewage from stormwater to manage treatment costs and the
sooner we do that the better. It makes no sense to spend money on a stop gap solution that is
only a partial solution and impacts negatively on the local neighbourhood.

What are the reasons for your submission?
Concerned residents and ratepayers

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
To learn from international experience and engage now in a comprehensive separation solution
involving the central interceptor and the Mangere treatment plant

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.

Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: Simon Holloway

To: Premiumsubmissions

Subject: St Mary"s bay water project submission

Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 11:40:01 a.m.

Attachments: 180618 St Marys"s bay water project O"Shea submission.pdf

Please find attached our submission on the above project.

Regards
Simon Holloway

Great Lakes Management Limited
Mobile: +64 21 770 635
Email: simon@glml.co.nz

This email and any files contained within it are confidential and intended only for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, you
must not disclose or use the information. If you have received this email in error, please notify us immediately by return email and delete the document.
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SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED ST MARY’S BAY AND MASEFIELD BEACH
WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROIJECT

To: Auckland Council By Email premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Name of submitter: O’Shea Family Trust No2 (Trustees — Carl and Belinda O’Shea)

Introduction

This is a submission on an application by Auckland Council - Healthy Waters for resource
consents for the St Mary’'s Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project
{the “Project”}. The Project involves: the installation — via three shafts (at Point Erin Park, St
Mary’s Road Park, and New Street/London Street) — and operation of a new underground
stormwater and sewage conveyance and storage pipeline; establishment of a weir and
pump station structure and an odour control system and ventilation stacks in Point Erin
Park; establishment of a smaller weir structure and odour control system in S5t Marys Road
Park; installation of up to four 8-10m high ventilation stacks near the New Street/London
Street intersection, St Mary’s Bay; installation of a new rising main in the road reserve along
Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay; and replacement and extension of a marine pipeline outfall in

the Waitemata Harbour.

The O’Shea Family Trust No2 owns the property at 19 Marine Parade, Herne Bay.

Submission and reasons

This submission relates to the entire Project.

While | support the stated goal of the Project (to improve water guality in the harbour)}, |

oppose the Projectas follows:





Water and Beach Quality
We consider the proposal may have an adverse envrionmental effect on quality of the water

and costline environment in the Herne Bay and Cox’s Bay area,

Council Objectives and Policies.

We understand the Councils long term poilcy on stormwater management and sewerage
treatment is to separate the systems and pipe the sewerage to the Mangere treatment
plant. We consdier this a long term sustainable solution and therfore the curent proposal as
a waste of Council’s financial resources that could be beter applied to the more complete

solution.

Relief sought

| seek that the consent authority decline the applications for the Project

General

| am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management

Act 1991.

| wish to be heard in support of my submission.

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at the

hearing.

| request pursuant to section 100A of the Act, that Auckiand Council delegate its functions,
powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to one or more hearings

commissioners who are not members of the local authority.





Signed: ﬂuf‘ | |
Simon Jc‘z:”c»wul (Nﬁ/\mwcl ﬁﬂvw'r«wv\\

18 June 2018

Electronic address for service of submitter: carl@crombielockwood.co.nz
Telephone: 027 477 9345

19 Marine Parade

Herne Bay

Auckland






SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED ST MARY’S BAY AND MASEFIELD BEACH
WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROIJECT

To: Auckland Council By Email premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Name of submitter: O’Shea Family Trust No2 (Trustees — Carl and Belinda O’Shea)

Introduction

This is a submission on an application by Auckland Council - Healthy Waters for resource
consents for the St Mary’'s Bay and Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project
{the “Project”}. The Project involves: the installation — via three shafts (at Point Erin Park, St
Mary’s Road Park, and New Street/London Street) — and operation of a new underground
stormwater and sewage conveyance and storage pipeline; establishment of a weir and
pump station structure and an odour control system and ventilation stacks in Point Erin
Park; establishment of a smaller weir structure and odour control system in S5t Marys Road
Park; installation of up to four 8-10m high ventilation stacks near the New Street/London
Street intersection, St Mary’s Bay; installation of a new rising main in the road reserve along
Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay; and replacement and extension of a marine pipeline outfall in

the Waitemata Harbour.

The O’Shea Family Trust No2 owns the property at 19 Marine Parade, Herne Bay.

Submission and reasons

This submission relates to the entire Project.

While | support the stated goal of the Project (to improve water guality in the harbour)}, |

oppose the Projectas follows:



Water and Beach Quality
We consider the proposal may have an adverse envrionmental effect on quality of the water

and costline environment in the Herne Bay and Cox’s Bay area,

Council Objectives and Policies.

We understand the Councils long term poilcy on stormwater management and sewerage
treatment is to separate the systems and pipe the sewerage to the Mangere treatment
plant. We consdier this a long term sustainable solution and therfore the curent proposal as
a waste of Council’s financial resources that could be beter applied to the more complete

solution.

Relief sought

| seek that the consent authority decline the applications for the Project

General

| am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management

Act 1991.

| wish to be heard in support of my submission.

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at the

hearing.

| request pursuant to section 100A of the Act, that Auckiand Council delegate its functions,
powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to one or more hearings

commissioners who are not members of the local authority.



Signed: ﬂuf‘ | |
Simon Jc‘z:”c»wul (Nﬁ/\mwcl ﬁﬂvw'r«wv\\

18 June 2018

Electronic address for service of submitter: carl@crombielockwood.co.nz
Telephone: 027 477 9345

19 Marine Parade

Herne Bay

Auckland



From: Paul Mead

To: Premiumsubmissions

Cc: jenny.vince@beca.com

Subject: Submission relating to Resource Consent Application ref BUN60319388
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 11:48:25 a.m.

Attachments: Submission on BUN60319388 PaulMead.pdf

Dear Sir/ Madam,

Please find attached my submission on the proposed St Mary’s Bay and Masefield

beach water quality improvement project.
Address: Multiple addresses in St Mary’s Bay, including Pt Erin and St Marys Road

Park.
Application Reference details: BUN60319388

Please confirm this is received and all is valid for it's submission to this process.

Thank you.

Paul Mead

paulrmead@mac.com
+64 27 5144738


mailto:paulrmead@mac.com
mailto:premiumsubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:jenny.vince@beca.com
mailto:paulrmead@mac.com

Paul R Mead

16 Waitemata Street, Saint Mary’s Bay, Auckland 1011, New Zealand
Phone: +64 27 5144 738 Email: paulrmead@mac.com

19 June 2018

Submission in OPPOSITION to the proposed St Mary’s Bay and Masefield beach water
quality improvement project.

Address: Multiple addresses in St Mary’s Bay, including Pt Erin and St Marys Road Park.
Application Reference details: BUN60319388

To: Auckland Council
Name of submitter: PAUL MEAD

INTRODUCTION:

Auckland Council - Healthy Waters, has applied for resource consents for the St Mary’s Bay and
Masefield Beach Water Quality Improvement Project (the “Project”™). The Project involves: the
installation — via three shafts (at Point Erin Park, St Mary’s Road Park, and New Street/London
Street) — and operation of a new underground stormwater and sewage conveyance and storage
pipeline; establishment of a weir and pump station structure and an odour control system and
ventilation stacks in Point Erin Park; establishment of a smaller weir structure and odour control
system 1n St Marys Road Park; installation of up to four 8-10m high ventilation stacks near the New
Street/London Street intersection, St Mary’s Bay; installation of a new rising main in the road
reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay; and replacement and extension of a marine pipeline
outfall in the Waitemata Harbour.

I own the property at 16 Waitemata Street, St Mary’s Bay

SUBMISSION:

This submission relates to the entire Project. I strongly oppose this project. It is a very poor option
to address it’s stated objectives, particularly as there are other more effective alternatives available
that do not appear to have been given due consideration. This project should not be allowed to
proceed for two broads reasons:

(i) It is not the best option vailable to address the problems it is attempting to solve — both
from a technical and a financial basis. The Commissioners should mandate an
independent review of the feasibility of this solution against other options as part of
this approval process.

(i) On a stand-alone basis, this Project is at best expected to perform poorly in addressing
harbour water quality issues and also introduces unacceptable construction risks, health
and sanitation risks for the commmunity (including a school), unsightly asthetic effects
and smells across the whole neighbourhood, and ongoing physical risks to properties
near the works. It is, in effect, creating a small sewage works scheme in a densely
populated residential area. This should be totally unacceptable in the first world
city of Auckland.





1. Solving issues from the current combined Sewage & Stormwater system:

There is no need for this submission to go into detail on the problems caused by the current
combined stormwater and sewage system in St Mary’s Bay. Suffice to say that this needs to be
addressed to ELIMINATE SEWAGE OUTFLOWS INTO ST MARYS BAY, MASEFIELD
BEACH AND THE SURROUNDING INNER HARBOURS BAYS.

It 1s my understanding that the LONG 1ERM GUAL of Heaithy Waters and Watercare to remedy
this is for SEPARATION OF SEWAGE AND STORMWATER SYSTEMS in St Mary’s Bay.
This Project does not address this, rather it has the effect of allowing this to be deferred by Council.

Healthy Waters will argue that the Project reduces the frequency of outflows into the harbour. This
does not effectively address the cause or effects of the problem.

(i) Effects:

Merely reducing the frequency of sewage flows into the harbour 1s an unsatistactory outcome —
particularly given the stated goals of the various Council entities involved. I would ask the
Commissioners to consider weather they themselves would prefer to swim, dragon boat, sail etc in
water that has a lot of sewage in it or just some sewage? | would anticipate that the answer would
be neither — which is why only reducing the outflows, as this Project aspires to do, is a strong
reason to reject it, rather than a reason to proceeed as advocated by Healthy Waters. This rationale
is further strengthened when it is considered that there are alternative solutions that are likely to
provide a proper long term solution.

(ii) Cause:

A credible alternative to be considered must be applying the money earmarked for this project
towards separation of the stormwater and sewage pipe system within St Mary’s Bay (and Herne
Bay). This will allow both the sewage and stormwater to be addressed separately with proper long
term solutions. This is also likely to have the added benefit of addressing the necessary upgrade to
what 1s an very old pipe network that 1s 1n a very poor state of repair.

(iii) Solutions:

This Project is not the only feasible solution to the problems it seeks to address. A number of other
alternatives are available. As well as separation of the local pipe network, there is also the Western
Isthmus Water Quality Improvement Project (WIWQIP) that, if extended to St Mary’s Bay, would
offer a credible and likely more cost effective long-term solution. I would ask that the
Commissioners undertake an investigation of the merits of the WIWQIP alternative before
any consideration is given to granting this Project approval. Furthermore, I understsand that
within the various Council entities, there may be a difference of opinion on the best solution. In
contrast to Healthy Water’s application, I would ask the Commissioners to examine/subpoena

Watercare’s analysis of the potential solutions to provide further qualified opinion.

2. Specific Failings of this Project:

This Project is, in effect, a mini sewage scheme within a densely populated residential area. The
Project introduces a numbers of major effects to the community which cannot be addressed by a
few modifications to any implimentation. It should therefore be declined. These failings include:
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(i) Health and Odours:

The Beca Limited report dated 17 April and titled “St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Water
Quality Improvement Project - T'echnical Odour Assessment™ (| he Beca Report”) provides some
rather disturbing information on potential effects on the community of the venting of gases from the
Project into a densely populated residential area.

Firstly, it states catagorically that there will be frequent and someetimes heavy discharges into the
community — even with various mitigation techniques. This in itself should be enough to compel
the Commissioners to decline the project. Periods when the sewage in the storage pipeline becomes
anaerobic — which will occur relatively frequently according to the application — are particularly
concerning. Ettects from the New Street/London Street air exchange towers will be especially
severe, including because of the proximity of nearby homes and the nature/intensity of the sewage
odours emitted.

It is suggested that the effects of emissions from the scheme can be mitigated by carbon filters, fans
etc. This is clouded with various unqualified assumptions of the filters, fans etc being
“appropriately sized and maintained”. Council already has a very poor record with maintenance of
drains, lifts & stairs (Jacobs Ladder and overbridge) in the area, with many facilities out of action
for months on end (e.g. the overbridge litt). This Project sutters from a major tlaw 1n that there 1s
very little room for any kind of failsafe. Everything must be working perfectly, all the time,
otherwise harmful and objectionable gases will pollute the community and residents for extended
periods.

Furthermore, when it rains and emissions are extreme, it is assumed that no-one will be using these
areas because it is raining — so the severe emissions will have no effect? This is inaccurate. Dogs
need to be walked 1n any weather, children still need to be walked to school, and exersize and walks
etc are all undertaken in the rain. The areas that will be subject to sever emissions are used by the
St Mary’s Bay community in all weather.

We do not want to live within a sewage works. Venting harmful and offensive material, at times at
high levels, into a residential area should never be allowed. It should certainly not be allowed
directly opposite a school playground, 7m from peoples windows, directly below people’s homes
and into two popular local parks heavily used by the community.

(ii) Visual and Landscape Effects

I consider that the adverse visual and landscape effects of the permanent above-ground
infrastructure at Point Erin Park; St Mary’s Road Park; and New Street/London Street (being up to
four 8-10m air exchange towers) will be inappropriate. Overall, the above-ground infrastructure
will be out of place in the open space (Point Erin Park/St Mary’s Road Park) or residential (New
Street/London Street) areas in which it is located. With respect to the New Street/London Street
towers, the application does not include assessment of their visual/landscape ettects, which is
unacceptable given their significant visual impact, particularly on nearby residents. The design and
locations of the towers is also stated as yet to be finalised, which is also unacceptable at this stage.
The number, size, closeness to homes and properties, and lack of effective visual mitigation will
mean that the air exchange towers will have unacceptable permanent visual effects on residents.

(iii) Construction Risks and Effects

Construction of this project involves tunnelling under people’s homes along former seaside cliffs.
Applications for any sort of private development of land and properties in this same area is already
subject to considerable consideration of potential effects of subsidence and collapse of cliffs etc. It
is therefore a high risk area in this respect. The construction of the tunnel and vents etc under and
around people’s homes is surely a high risk exersize and subject to massive effects should
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assumtions about underground stability etc prove wrong. One never really knows what they will
find until they start into such civil works. It is unacceptable that Council be allowed to take these
risks, when the effects of an adverse outcome will be bourne by local residents and their homes and
properties. The proposed construction introduces unquantifiable and potentially massive property
risks for local residents and should be declined

RELIEF SOUGHT:

I seek that the consent authority decline the applications for the Project.

GENERAL:

I am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act
1991.

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.
If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing.
I request pursuant to section 100A of the Act, that Auckland Council delegate its functions, powers,

and duties to hear and decide the application to one or more hearings commissioners who are not
members of the local authority.

w2l

PAUL MEAD
19 June 2018

Electronic address for service of submitter: paulrmead@mac.com
Telephone: 0275144738
16 Waitemata Street, St Mary's Bay







From: Robyn Pilkington on behalf of Central RC Submissions

To: Premiumsubmissions
Subject: FW: [1D:498] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 12:13:32 p.m.

From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
[mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz]
Sent: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 12:00 p.m.

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [ID:498] Submission received on notified resource consent

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388

Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters

Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin

Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Robert Hay

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021450461
Email address: hay.robert@xtra.co.nz

Postal address:
12 Vine Street St Mary's Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
1. The aim of the proposal 2. The mechanisms to achieve those aims


mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=12CA5751A8594A51B20F73BA04D17611-ROBYN PILKI
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What are the reasons for your submission?

Broadly this proposal aims to better the water quality in St Mary's Bay/Herne Bay by reducing the
number of overflow days from 200 to 20 days per year. While acepting that the 20 days is a best
guess assumption | submit that aiming to fail for 1.5 days a month is not acceptable. Council
should be putting forward a proposal which completely eliminates sewrage flowing into the harbour
and at least allowing the public a say on different alternatives. The public knows that the current
situation is an absolute disgrace (being a situation for which the Council is wholly responsible) and
do not want a band aid solution but rather one that fixes the issue for the foreseeable future. The
infrastructure shown as the solution is not in keeping with the surrounding neighbourhood. Where
else in Auckland (or NZ) are there sewrage vents that are placed in suburban streets? Why can't
the tank like structures be better disguised/integrated into the surrounding environment?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?

All in all this solution looks and smells like a quick fix to partially remedy a longstanding problem for
todays voters only. Anyone with the long term interests of Auckland at heart would fix it once

properly.
Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:502] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 12:45:21 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Graham Kohler

Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 093079816

Email address: kohler@shortlandchambers.co.nz

Postal address:
13th Floor 70 Shortland St Auckland Auckland Auckland 1010

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
The application in whole.

What are the reasons for your submission?

The fundamental cure is to separate storm-water and waste-water. If the application is granted
the 'temporary cure' will likely become the permanent cure. | don't favour discharging wastewater/
sewage into the harbour.

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
Decline the application and get on with the separation cure.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? No

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

the hearing: No

Supporting information:



From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Subject: [1D:508] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 1:15:42 p.m.

Attachments: Resource Consent Healthy Waters .pdf

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission
Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Cameron Loader and Alison Hunter
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 0292057136 0274 765 09
Email address: camali@xtra.co.nz

Postal address:
9 Ring Terrace Auckland Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:
All aspects

What are the reasons for your submission?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
That the application be declined.

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes
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mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin
Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach
Improvement Project

Application number:
BUNG60319388

LUC60319406, DIS60319407, CST60319409, WAT60319451

Applicant:

Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Jenny Vince

Beca Limited

Beca House 21 Pitt Street
Auckland Central
Auckland

1010

Submitter(s):
Cameron Loader and Alison Loader

We are the owners and occupiers of 9 Ring Terrace St Marys Bay. Our property
looks directly over the St Marys Bay Road Park. Cameron Loader holds a BBS
(Property) and Alison Hunter holds a BSc in Estate Management. Both Cameron
and Alison have had extensive careers in all forms of property management and
development both locally and internationally.

Summary





We support the desire to achieve an improvement in the water quality in our local
area, however we do not consider this application should be advanced as is currently
proposed, and we seek that the application is DECLINED.

Specific Comments on the Application:
1. Assessment of Alternatives - A.E.E (cl 6.1)

We note in clause 6.1 of the AEE that 3 primary methods for addressing water
guality improvements have been considered by Council to address the
stormwater/wastewater overflows issues in this area. The two main Alternatives
being

- The current proposal subject to this application
- Separation of the combined network in St Marys Bay and Herne Bay.

Auckland Council recognises ‘ that separation of the combined network may occur in
the future as part of the longterm programme. However, it was considered unlikely
separation would be able to achieve as much waste quality improvement in the
medium-term timeframe at a comparable cost’. However this premise and the
outcome that it has lead Auckland Council to, seems to be at odds with overseas
experience, in particular Sydney Water which has faced similar issues, most recently
in the Woolloomooloo area with a combined system built in the 1800’s (link attached)
https://www.sydneywater.com.au/web/groups/publicwebcontent/documents/docume
nt/zgrf/mdgw/~edisp/dd _080353.pdf.

Sydney Water are achieving significantly better waste quality improvement with
Separation of the existing combined pipe modelled to meet discharge frequency
targets of 20 overflow events in 10 years. By comparison Auckland Council’s
proposal is aiming for 20 discharge events every year.

The Sydney Water Woolloomooloo Separation project provides for 4.2 km of new
waste water pipes adjacent to the existing combined pipe/ connection of 220
properties/ retaining existing combined pipe as the stormwater pipe. This is a staged
2-year project, similar to the timeframes proposed by Auckland Council.



https://www.sydneywater.com.au/web/groups/publicwebcontent/documents/document/zgrf/mdgw/~edisp/dd_080353.pdf

https://www.sydneywater.com.au/web/groups/publicwebcontent/documents/document/zgrf/mdgw/~edisp/dd_080353.pdf



The Woolloomooloo project is part of a long-term project being undertaken by
Sydney Water which in total to date has cost Sydney $1.5 billion — the parallels to
Auckland’s long-term issues and projected costs are clear.

Yet despite Auckland Councils stated claim in cl 1.1 of the AEE that ‘the project has
been designed to integrate with all potential long-term options for the network
improvements’ the Council has adopted an alternative which in fact is achieving
less waste quality improvement in a comparable medium timeframe and the
costs of the project are much more likely to be redundant than the Separation
alternative.

Why not do it Well and do it Right the first time?
2. Peer Review

While the premise and conclusions of the Council Assessment of Alternatives above,
appears to be at odds with International experiences, we note that neither the
Assessment of Alternatives or indeed any of the current Council Application has
been peer reviewed. We consider that this application in its entirety should be
independently peer reviewed - and that this review should be made public. For
example, we note that the long-term effects of the works on this heritage suburb
have not been considered i.e. The visual impact of the odour control pipes or the
impacts of a large structure in St Marys Road Park on the social well-being of
residents. Likewise, with regard to noise and vibration the assessment has been
complied by Aurecon who are an engineering and infrastructure advisory company
rather than specialist acoustic consultant.

3. Cost

We understand that this project is estimated to cost in the region of $40M, with
considered opinions that the likely cost will be nearer to $60M. This project will be a
substantial cost burden for Auckland Council ratepayers. It is our view that
ratepayers should be able to have confidence that the proposed project represents
the best outcome possible and value for money expended, both in the short, medium
and longer term. For example, separation of wastewater and stormwater outflows,
over a longer period of time, may actually achieve the best cost benefit result.

4. Construction

We note the application proposes Tunnelling will be 7 days per week/24 hours/day.





The Erin Point main construction site is away from residents areas, however St
Marys Bay Park and New Street are located closer and/or within residential areas,
and that the latter area according to Council Executive Summary advice will ‘during
construction have potential for effects associated with elevated noise and vibration
levels in exceedance of noise and vibration standards’.

Noise and Vibration

The Aurecon report (figure 11) noise logging results shows a 10 — 20 dBA difference
in noise levels between daylight hours and 10 pm — 4 am in the morning (most
people’s primary sleeping hours). However, as the results table 18 shows this gets
distorted as the average night time hours period is taken as 10 pm — 7.30 am
minimising the difference between night and day to 5 — 10 dBA. Aurecon then use
the latter as a basis for its night time noise level recommendations. We consider this
to be a flawed approach and not appropriate for the St Marys Bay area, particularly
in regard to the St Marys Park/ New Street section of works.

Aurecon’s Recommended Conditions of Consent for construction noise is perplexing.
As a result of an untested project timeframe Pt Erin is deemed to be a longer term
project and therefore subject to lesser noise constraints. Accordingly, an area of the
project located further away from residential areas has a recommended lower noise
limit requirement of 5 dBA at any time of the day than the residents area of St Marys
Bay. If the project is capable of adopting lower noise levels for a substantial portion
of the project timeframe the same noise limits should be applied to the residential
area ( St Marys Park/New St) portion of the project as well.

Aurecon’s Recommended Conditions of Consent for vibration limits in buildings
provides Occupied activity sensitive to noise with a nightime limit of 0.3 mm/s.
Aurecon state that ‘Vibration modelling shows approximately 100 properties have
been identified where vibration levels exceed nightime vibration limits of 0.3 mm/s
which may be perceivable but likely to be tolerable to nearby residents if given
warning’.

We consider this to be unacceptable and that the Guidelines in Auckland Councils
Plans and regulations should be adhered to for noise, vibration, dust, hours,
construction traffic etc. We consider that tunnelling in the areas of the 100 houses
should be restricted to daylight hours only, to ensure vibration levels are not
exceeded.





We consider that the noise and vibration report and recommendations should be
reviewed by a specialist acoustic organisation. We understand that residents abut
a motorway. However, as noted, the sound from the motorway drops considerably
at night and at times during the weekend. For example, the motorway hum
becomes a ‘white noise’ above which other noise can be clearly heard - loud hailers,
machinery, beepers etc. We consider that noise monitoring and testing by a
specialist acoustic organisation over a longer period and 24 hours/day is required
and at strategic and regular intervals directly at the boundaries with residential
properties.

We note that it is proposed that residents will be given prior notice of loud noise
events and vibration where this is to occur at night. Other than assuring residents
that a catastrophe isn’t occurring this is not really of much help (we have work to go
to, families to care for, and this is where we live and try to sleep). The project is to
run for at least two years - not two months.

5. Specific local effects

The Resource Consent application and appendices concentrate on the wider locale
i.e. organisations which use the area for boating activities etc and how the proposed
works will improve water and beach quality etc. However, there is little or no
consideration given to the impacts of the proposed solution upon the residents and
occupiers of St Marys Bay — particularly on the opposite side of the motorway, where
the infrastructure is to be located. St Marys Bay is an attractive heritage suburb
made up of mainly single standalone low-level dwellings, with wonderful views of the
harbour.

Some of the specific impacts of the project on the direct local area include:
e Visual

The visual impacts of the odour towers upon sight lines and views, particularly
around New Street.

The visual impact of the pumping stations at both St Marys Road Park and Pt
Erin Park.

While cl 8.3.4 envisages ‘preparation of a detailed landscape mitigation plan by a
Landscape Architect with input from key stakeholder, based on the proposed





concept design’— currently the proposed concept design looks like a public toilet
facility/small factory.

Maintenance of the pumping station - if the infrastructure isn’t maintained it will
soon be covered in graffiti and surrounded in weeds and rubbish. Council
currently has a poor record of park maintenance, with noxious weed growth being
prolific.

Olfactory

Smells from both the odour towers and pumping stations.

Noise

Noise from the pumping station and associated required maintenance activities,
Social

Currently St Marys Road Park is heavily used both by walkers, dog walkers and
for local social and gathering activities — it is very much a community facility and
gathering area. The location of the pump station will minimize and curtail the
expanse of these activities. Potentially the pumping station will also create a
‘hiding location’ for criminals, sexual predators etc. Additionally, the likely odours
won’t be conducive to continuing social activities occurring.

OUR RECOMMENDATION

We wish that the application be declined in full and that the St Mary’s
Bay/Masefield Beach water quality improvement project be put on hold until:

A business case for separation in the St Mary’s Bay and Herne Bay waterfront
catchments has been undertaken as part of the Western Isthmus Water Quality
Improvement Programme.

An independent peer review of that business case is completed.

That the independent peer review is made public.

That in the event the current application is not declined, an independent peer
review of the application be provided for public review.

That amendments reducing noise limits in the St Marys Bay Park/New Street be
undertaken and hours of operation to tunnelling in the vicinity of 100 affected
houses be implemented





e That the visual elements of the shafts and odour stacks be reviewed in
consultation with the local community and with a sufficiently generous budget.
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From: NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

To: Central RC Submissions

Cc: Jenny.Vince@beca.com
Subject: [1D:507] Submission received on notified resource consent
Date: Tuesday, 19 June 2018 1:15:43 p.m.

We have received a submission on the notified resource consent for 94 Shelly Beach Road, St
Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay and Masefield Beach Improvement Project.

Details of submission

Notified resource consent application details

Property address: 94 Shelly Beach Road, St Marys Road Park and Pt Erin Park - St Marys Bay
and Masefield Beach Improvement Project

Application number: BUN60319388
Applicant name: Auckland Council - Healthy Waters
Applicant email: Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Application description: To install and operate a new underground stormwater and sewage
conveyance and storage pipeline, via three shafts, replace and extend a marine pipeline outfall in
the Waitemata Harbour, establish a weir and pump station structure and odour control in Pt Erin
Park; and smaller weir structure and odour control in St Marys Road Park and install a new rising
main in the road reserve along Sarsfield Street, Herne Bay

Submitter contact details

Full name: Jennifer Jane Macdonald
Organisation name:

Contact phone number: 021 102 2330
Email address: macdonaldjj@hotmail.com

Postal address:
59 Hamilton Road Herne Bay Auckland 1011

Submission details

This submission: opposes the application in whole or in part

Specify the aspects of the application you are submitting on:

It is a short cut. It will not fix the problem of sewage overflowing into the ocean. It does not
separate the stormwater from the wastewater. Council has spent hundreds of thousands of dollars
on making the beaches beautiful with sand, public toilets at Sentinal Beach, seats to sit on and
new expensive stairways to all of the beaches. Many people use these beaches regularly and we
want to be able to swim, paddle board and fish there, as we do now. The Westhaven beach is
not used for swimming and never will be because of the marina pollution.

What are the reasons for your submission?

This is such a magnificent part of Auckland and | wish it to continue to be so. Don't cut corners
think long term. How many harbours around the world have been polluted by short term thinking
and cost savings?

What decisions and amendments would you like the council to make?
| request that the Council refuse the application.


mailto:NotifiedResourceConsentSubmissionOnlineForm@donotreply.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:CentralRCSubmissions@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
mailto:Jenny.Vince@beca.com

Are you a trade competitor of the applicant? | am not a trade competitor of the applicant.
Do you want to attend a hearing and speak in support of your submission? Yes

If other people make a similar submission | will consider making a joint case with them at
the hearing: Yes

Supporting information:
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